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"The NU 5 1 Romif Faith, 
AB L O VV 


At the Root of the 


Romiſh Church, 


EIN 
An Examination ofthat Funda- 


mental Doctrine of the CHVRCH 
of ROME concerning the Churches Ix- 
FALLYBILITLE, and of all thoſe ſeveral Me- 


thods which their moſt famous and approved Writers 
ba ve uſed for the defence thereof. 


TOGETHER WITH 


An APPENDIX tending to the Demon- 


ſtration of the Solidity of the PROT EST ANT FAITH; 
wherein the. Reader will find all the Material Object ions and 
Cavils of their moſt conſiderable Writers, viz, Richworth (alias 
Ruſhworth) in his Dialogues, #hite in his Treatiſe de fide and his 
Apology for Tradition, C reſiy in his Exomologeſis, S. Clara in his Sy- 

. Nema fidei,and Captain Everard in his late account of his pretend= 
ed Converſion to the Church of Rome diſcuſſed and anſwered, 
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7 Ow moch it concernes every man to be 
| Tiphtly informed in. the Controverſen 
between Rome and Us!, is ſufhentiy 
evident from the great importante they 

dave in reference. to our everlaſti 
| | tate. The Papiſts think the Proteſtant 
Doctrine is dangerous to Salvation, and the Prozgeants 
know the Popiſh Doctrine to be ſo: For although they 
ule confidently to ꝑive it out to their Partiſans,that their 
Religion is a ſaſe way in the judgment of Proteſtants 
themſelyes;and though in former times of ignorance God 
might wink at ſome members of the Church of Rome 
that beld the foundation, although they built a great 
deal of Hay and Stubble upon it: Vet ſince the latł Editi- 
on of ſeveral new Articles of their Creed, and the con- 
tempt of that clear and glorious light of Goſpel diſcove. 
ries ſhining in the diſcourſes and Writings of Proteſtant 
Authors, I cannot (and I fear God will not) excuſe them 
from that hainous crime of rebelling againſt the light, or 
witholding it in unrighteouſneſſe, and, as Chriſt ſaid to 
the Jewes, they haye now no cloak for gheir Sins, 
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The Epiſtle Dedicatory: 

What the portion is pf the followers of Antichriſt 
Bt ol ſafely Sie the Teſtimony of G80 
than from the conjectures of men: of thtm we read that 
they ſb all be damned, 2 Theſ. 2. 12. That their names are not 
written in the book of Life, Rev. 13.8. That they (ball drink, 
of the Wine of thewrath of God, —and /i be teymented 
with Fire and Brimſtone,-and the ſmoak of their Torment 
Hall aſcend evermiere, and they ſhall have no reſt day nor 
night which Wor ſhip the Beaſt and bis Image, Rev. 14+ 9, 
4 

The onely doubt is, whether the Papiſts be followers 
of Antichriſt,or(which comes to one) whether the Pope 
be Antichriſt, which ſeemed fo probable to the famous 
Lord Bacos,that being asked by King JAMES whether 
he thought him ſo to be, it was no leſſe truely then witt« 
ly anſwered by Him, That it an bue and cry ſhould 
come aſter Antichriſt, . which ſhould deſcribe him by 
thoſe Characters by which he is decyphered in the Bible, 
be ſhould certainly apprehend the Pope for him. And 1 
deſire all Papiſts, who would not venture their Eternal 
Salvation upon uncertainties, to do our Caule and their 
own Soules that juſtice,as to peruſe the Authors of both 
ſides,viz.Whitaker and Downham on the one, and Bellar- 
mine and Leſſius on the other, and then I doubt not but 


they will conclude the notorious weakneffe of their Ca- 
vils or pretended Anſwers to our Allegations, to be at 


leaſt an high preſumption of the truth of our Aſſertion, if 
not ſufficient co put an end to all further doubtings. 
My Lor 4. 


It is no ſmall evidence of a good cauſe, and ſelicity of 
our Proteſtant pedple, that they are permitted to ſee 
with their on Eyes, and are both allowed and warned 


by their Teachers, not to take matters of Salvation upon 
truſt, but co enquire and ſearch the Scripture and other 
Authors, whether thoſe things be true or no, whilſt un- 
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i The Epiſtle Dedleatorja 
happy Papiſts like the A»dabate of old, muſt wink and 
fight, and are obliged with an implicit Faith to follow 


their guides in ſpighr of Chriſts caution uſed upon the 


like occaſion, If the blind lead the blind both ſball fall into 
the Ditch, Matth. 15. 14. Proteltant Miniſters beſpeak 
their hearers in St. Pauli language, 7 peak to wiſe men 
judge ye what I ſay, 1 Cor. 10.15. While Popiſh prieſts, if 
they would ſpeak out, mult ſay, 7/peak,as to fools, believe 
all that I ſay: A plaine ſign their Gold is adulterate 
becauſe they dare not ſuffer it to come to the Touch: 
ſtone. 8 
My Leird, | 

In the handling of theſe Controverſies I thought it 
moſt prudent and ingenious to follow the Counſel 
which Benbadad gave to bis Souldiers, to fight neither 
wich ſmall nor great; but with the King of 1/rae/, and 
therefore 1 did not mind the branches, but have indea- 
voured to ſtrike at the Root: For ſuch is the Doctrine 
bere diſcuſſed, viz. the Doctrine of the Churches Aus 
thoricy and Infallibility, and ſo it is acknowledged by all 
the Romaniſts, and we are adviſed by them (it we mean 
to do any good) to attaque them in this point. like 
the Counſel, and there: ore have reſolved oy» e arcenm 
pe tere, to attempt their ſtrongeſt Hold. All the Contro- 
verſies of the Church of Rome have (what Caligula 
wiſhed all the people of Rome had) one Neck, and that 
is this of the Churches infallible Authority: while this is 


+ ſafe, we doe but pair their Nailes, and cut their Hair, 


Point our ol their moſt ſamous and approved Authors, | 


which will quickly grow again, but if this failes all falls, 
wound them here, and it goes tothe Heart. Whether I 
have done this here or no, I ſhall not be ſo abſurd or 
arrogant as to give judgment in my own cauſe, this 
onely I ſhall be boſd to ſay, that 1 have fairbfully repre · 
ſented the ſtrength of the Popiſh cauſe in this great 
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The Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
and ſach of whom it may be truely ſaid, Si menia Roma 
— — peſſent dextr 4 hac deſenſa ſuiſſtat, and therefore 
j 


if ill the plauſible pretences of theit moſt conſiderable 
Writers be here removed & deſfiroyed,(which willing- 
ly refer to the judgment ol the ſerious intelligent and 
iniparthl Reader)! may without in juſtice conclude, that 
if Doctrine is indeſenſible, and their cauſe deſperate, 
Ay Lord, . 

I j be reaſon by I devolve the Patronage of this 
Work upon your Lordſbip is not onely the conſiderati- 
on of your real worth, and thoſe honourable qualities 
reſplendent in you, the true generoſity, ſincere triend- 
ſhip,obliging ſweerneſſe, impartial valuation of perſons 
according to their merit, not their party or opinion in 
littte things, and other conſpicuous virtues (which they 
that have the happineſſe of your acquaintance are wit- 
neſles of,) - nor is it onely the known excellency and 
exemplary piety of your moſt Illuſtrious Lady which 
thing bat ignorance or malice can deny,) nor the par- 
ticular obligations which 1 ſhall alwayes deſire to owne 
to both of you, but the contemplation of that great in- 
tereſt, which by the high capacity of your place, and the 
nobleneſſe of your Eſtate, and the unexampled affability 
of your deportment, y ou bave in the Kingdom of Ire- 
land; which how free it is from other Venoms your 
Lordſhip knows better than I, yet ſure I am it is ſadly 
infeted with the Poyſon of Popiſh Doctrines, and there- 
fore I thought the Anditode moſt needful there, and that 
your Lordſhips Authority and Influence accompanied 
with your zealous endeavours (which God expects, and I 


promiſe to my ſelf from you in ſo good a cauſe) might 


induce many perſons of the Romiſh perſwaſion to read 
and conſider this ſhort Treatiſe: if God peradventure may 
give them Repentance to the acknowledgment of the Truth 
hat they may recover themſelves from the ſnare of the — 
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The Epiſtle Dealcatory. 
en, your heart to contribute 
S ogra avert, 10d ſacceed 
you fn 75 l. and chat 1 
— 3 Self and — Lady with all the 
you want, & merciſully preſerye and ſanctifie to you 
you have, and crowh wich thi thoſe ; 
ties of another World, is now and Gol = 
ance be the humble and fervent rede * 
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Sept. 1. 1665, f LL S 
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My Lord, 


Tour * yio orator at the 
one of Grace 
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«21151 alen: Lache Reader. dar ee 
Sun bod 2d Herd Den | „ S 6 7 
+ af xs Feat vo FR an We FRET bnow my Reas 
5 er will require ſat isſacdion in two thingi, which 
"J bold my ſelf obliged to give, in the 4. to the 
SH Proteſt ant, in the latter to the Romaniſt. 1. It 
will be ebjected to me as the Fewiſh Tradition tels a was 
objefed to Moſes by bis Antagoniſts, who charged him with 
bringing Magical Operations among them, that be br ought 
Straw into e/£gypt, a Conntry abeunding with Corn; ſoit 
Will be ſaid that I trouble the | 


ih | PR, EP x 
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orld with needleſſe Repetiti- 
ens, that [write an Iliad after Homer, and do that work 
which hath long ſince been done much better by our Proteſt 
ant Heroes, and that Nil dictum eſt quod non eſt dictum 
Prius: and particularly that tha point of Infallibility hath 
brew e 18 formidable Adverſary 7 Rome the moſt 
atute r.Chillingworth, Lord Falkland, Dr. Hammond, 
and ldi by ou? Hd Mr. Stillingfleet. To theſe my 
Apologie , 1. That the clamorous importanity of Popiſh 

riters doth force us to the Repetiticns, it being the Practice 
of woſt of their preſent Cuntrovertiſts boldly to urge thoſe 
things in Engliſh as unenſwerable, which they know have 
been ſo ſolidly difproved in Lat ine, that they neither can nor 
have pretended to anſwer. 2. I have made it my inde- 
vor af much as I comld to avi Repetitions. which are 
as Ales ſing to me as they can be to the Reader, which 
$f I have in many places flumbled upon , it hath ra- 
they been the Neceſſity of the Thing, or an unhappy Chance, 
then Choice and Deſign, 3. The Reader 1 hope 2 


3. * La: oF 
| To ſhe Reader;®- 
Aru ut: if Thad kom of ev. Aut bur. who had ia 
J * 4 cumpale paſſe a pelo Bay and diſſolved 

| the ftrength of 2 canſe in this great point, I had wil. 
bs Angi ſaperſeded, nor did 1 intrude my 44 into thus work, 
4 bu war invited to it by diverſe worthy and learned friends, 
and afterwards inconraged in it by the —_ of ſuch 
perſons, whoſe judgments I think almoſt all the learned part 
of England dethreverence. 4. Here is a new plea vic. con- 
cerning the ſufficiency of the teſtimonie of the preſent Church 
and the Infallibiljty of Oral Tradition (nor at all conſidered 
by Ar. Chillingworth, nor fully diſcuſſed by any other that 
T know of, (except the ingenuom Lord Falkland, who handles 
it quite another way, and hath left rcom for ſome Gleaninge 
after his barveſt.) © Nir is it debated by Ar. Stillingfleet, 
whoſe Adverſaries led him to things of another nature; \ And 
be ſides it is known to diverſe, that this Treatiſe was prepared 
for the Preſſe befere Mr. Stillingfleet's excellent Diſcourſe 
came aut, thong h retardid by ſome unhappy occurrences 
which it is — e here to recount. 
The ſecond particular is this: The P apiſts will pretend, that 
the Doftrines I charge upon them, and the Teſtimonies which 
1 alleadge againſt them, are onely the particular cpinions of 
private Dottcrs,and not of their whole Church. My defence 
is this, 

1. The Authors which are here introduced, are not pedan- 
tick Writers, but ſuch as are of prime note and higheſt iſteem 
in the Church of Rome, and the miſt zealous & conſiderable 
Champicns of their Cauſe, and ſuch (for the generality of 

FF them)whoſewritings came forth with the Character of their 
= Churches approbation upon them, concerning whom it will 
ö be very difficult to per ſwade avy intelligent man, either that 
ſuch perſons did not underſtand the ſenſe of the Ghywels of 
Rome (as well as the Obj- for) or that they did knowingly 
centradict the doctrine of their Church, or would be permit- 
ted ſoto aowithort any cenſure upon them. 1 
= I | Wes | 2 7 
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To the Reader; 


+ 2. The Teftimonzes Chr: Anthoys arg nugoubtedly ſuffie 
biext ſor that end for which 1 Mleadge them, which is to foew 
the ſalſeucſſe of thoſe doctrines, and the meakent(s of thoſe ar- 
guments which are disbelie ved and proves by their own 
learnedeft and ſtouteſt Champions, by which it may appear to 
all impartial perſen ii t hat it is not the ignor ance nor prejudice 
of Preteſtant s, (as ſome. of their Writers have the Effronte- 
75 is aſſert) which makę them rejeft the Popiſh Tenets, but 
meerly the want of Truth and evidence therein, confeſſed (at 
Jos will ſes all along in the following Treatiſe) by their own 
Brethren, and that it is a deſperate madueſſe in any Papiſt to 
bazard bis everlaſting concernments upon ſuch principles, as 
fo many of their acutaſt Scholars do publickly diſavow: And 
that this is really the caſe of the unhappy Romaniſt, 1 refer 
thee to the ſubſequent Di ſcourſe. | 
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The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith, | 


The Introduction. 


L Papiſts profeſſe to reſolve their Faith in- 
5, and to ground it pon the Churches in. 
$4] fallib'e Teſtimony and (npreme Authority. 
Sl But when they come to explicate what they 
mean by the Church, and on what account 
they ground their faith upon her, tben 
they fall into diverſe opinions. By the Chzrch ſome under 
ſtand the Antient Church, whoſe Feſtimeny us expreſſed in 
the Writings of the Fathers; ot ri, the preſent Church,whoſe 
living Teſtimony and Authority they ſay is ſufficient 
without any further enquirie. And this preſent Church tos 
they cannot yet agree what it 1s: ſome ſay the Pope, others a 
general Councel, and others the Pope and a Councel ta- 
gether, Ner are they leſſe at variance about the grounds on 
which they build the Churches Authority, This ſcme lay in 
the Teſtimonie of Scripture, others in the Authority of the 
Fathers others in'urtiverſal oral Tradition, others in the mo. 
tives of Credibility (as we ſhall ſee in the proceſs of this di- 
ſeourſe, My purpoſe is to diſcover the rottenneſſe of theſe 
ſeveral foundations as they make uſe of them, and to ſhrw 
that they have no ſolid ſoundation for their Faith in any of 


theſe recited particalari: and for more orderly proceeding 1 


ſhall — down fix Propoſitions. 

1 That a Papiſts faith bath no ſolid foundation in the au. 
thority and infallibility of the Pope. 2. Nov is the Scri- 
Pines accerding to their principles. 3 New in the authe- 
re 
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2 The Nulity of the Romiſh Faith: 


rity of Fat her. 4- Nor in the infallibility of the Church 

ang Connels. 5 . "Nor in wwwritten Tradition, and the au» © 
uricis e the prefent Charch. 6, Nor in the motive of Cre- 
flibiluy. Of which in order. 


C H A P . I. 
Of the Popes Authority and Infallibility. - 


Sedct. i. He Popes infallible aut horitie is in it ſelf of no 
Propeſ. 1. ® walidity, and u a meer nullity ſur ther then it 
vs eſtabliſhed or corroborated by the reſt. This needs no great 
proof. For if I ſhould ask any Papiſt why be rather re- 
lies upon the deciſions of the Biſhop of Rome, than the 
Biſhop of Teri, the onely plea is, that the Biſhop of Rome 
is St. Peters ſucceſſor, & eſtabliſhed by God in thoſe roy- 
alties and juriſdictions, which St. Peter is ſuppoſed to 
have been inveſted with. But if I ask how this appears, 
what prooſes and evidences there are of this aſſertion 
(upon which bangs the whole Maſſe and Fabrick of Po- 
-pery?) there is no man ſo groſly abſurd, to believe him- 
ſelf, or to affirm that Iam bound to believe this bare- 
ly upon the Popes aſſertion , that he is Peters ſucceſſor. 
But for the proof of this, I am by the learned Romaniſt 
referred unto ſome paſſages of Scripture:as,T hox art Pe- 
ter, Ferd my ſbcep, &c. unto Tradition, and the Teſtimony 
of Fathers, and acts of Councels, that have either devolv- 
ed this power upon, or acknowledged and confirmed it 
in the Biſhops of Rome: from whence it undeniably fol« 
_ Jowes,that the Popes an en, or naked affirmation of his 
own Authority (though delivered ex Cathedra, andwith 
all imaginable formalities) is of no weight in it ſelf, and 
hach no ſtrength, nor virtue in it further then it is ſup» 
ported ec demonſtrated from ſuch Teſtimonies of Scrip- 
zur L ture 
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The Nullity of the Rowiſh Faith? 
tures, Fathers, or Councels. Which will further appear? 
from this conſiderations That opon ſuppoſition, that 
the Scripture bad been ſilent as to Peters ſupremacy, and 
the Fathers and Councels bad ſaid nothing concerning 
the ſucceſſion of the Biſhops of Rowe in St. Peters chaire, 
but had aſcribed the ſame priviledges, which wy are 
pretended to attribute to the Pope, to the Biſhop of Au- 
£:6ch, I ſay upon this ſuppoſition, the Popes pretences 
would bave been adjundged extremely preſumptuous, and 
wholly ridiculous. From this then we bave gained thus 
— That the Hopes Authority and —.— 
the thing in que ſtion, and but a ſuperſtruction upon t 
other — foundations, and not *awnaisvr or 
credible for it ſelf, that. it is not in ĩt ſelf a ſufficient foun- 
dation for a Papiſts faith. And ſo that mutt be yon 
as impertinent to the preſent enquiry, and we malt-go to 
the other particulars, and examine-wherber's Papiſt with. 
out any reference to, or dependance upon ihe Popes Au- 
thority or infallibility,can find a folid foundation for bis 


faith either in Scriptures, Fathers, Councels, Tradition, or 


the motives of Credibility: And*if 1 can ſnew, that 
the Papiſts, according to their own principles, cannot 
have a ſolid and ſure ground tor their faith in any of the 
now mentioned particulars , or if 1 can ſhew, that all 
their other pretenſions, according to the principles of 
the moſt and learnedſt Papiſts, depend upon this Autho. 
rity ofthe Pope, and without it are no iolid foundation 
of faith, that Scriptures, Fathers, Councels, and Traditi- 
on, are not conclufive nor obliging to me to believe, 
without the Popes Authority and Interpretation, (which 
I think will be made evident in tbe following dilcourſes} 
then | may truely conclude, that they have no foundati- 
2 = their faich, Thereſore I paſſe on to the ſecond 

ead. 
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= ofthe Authirity of Scripture according 
dats nn to Romiſb Principle. 


I 


Prop a · 412 th: Scripture in it ſelf, withont\ the 
dect. 1. u {nterpretation, Feſtimonie, and Aut horiiy of 

: 2. 1 - 1 » othe Church, is nota ſufficient foundation of 
Faith for private C hriſſians. noe to the Doctrine of 
ebe Ramat. This: is, ſo plain, - 10 oſten aſſerted 
by them, ſauniverſally owned, fo vebemently urged. in 
alltbeir Treaties, that if there were not an horrible per- 


verſeneſſe and tergiyerſation in that fort of men (w Y 


indeed by the badneſſe of their cauſe are forced to ſay 


and unſay, give gd recall, affirme and deny the ſame 3 
things as occaſion requires, and the ſtrength of an Ars | 


gument forceth them: ) 1 might ſuperſede from any 
tur ther pain or trouble therein, I ſhall. therefore onely 


obſervetwo principles of the Popiſb, Creed, either of | 


which (and much more boch put together) do plainly 
and undeniably evincę that according to their Hypot he- 
ſes the Scripture in it ſelf is no ſolid ground nor founda» 


tion of a Chriſtian faitb. 1, « That a Chriltian cannot 


know; and is not bound to believe any, or all of the 
Books of Scripture to be the Word of God, without the 
Churches Witneſſe and Authority, 2. That the ſenſe 
of Scripture is ſo obſcure and — io the Articles 
of Faith. chat a Chriſtian cannot diſcover it without the 
Churches interpretation. r 
S. 2. For the firſt of theſe, it may ſuffice at preſent to 
mention two or three paſſages out of their approved 
Writers. Baily the Jeſuite, in his Catechiſme of Con- 
troverſies made by the command of the Archbiſhop of 
3 


4 


al 
; 


The Nullivy of the Ami Faith; 5 


Nada, puts this Queſtion: (a) Te whom duth if bela 


tode termine of Canonital Books? and anſwers thiug.5-? 
the'Ghiorth, wit haus whoſe Aut boriin I ſhowld no art x- 
lier St. Matthew than Tixgs Livius. When Frent uf. 
the ſaying ofa Papiſt, That if the Scriprures were 
deſtitute of the Churches Authority, they would 

no mote chan. ſops Fables, the Carling} Hau re- 
plles, (5) That theſe words may be taken ina pi De 
for. in. truth (ſaith he) 4nl:ſſe rhe Authority of the Chaveh 
thd3 each ns that this Stripture wer Canonical, it would 
bavevery little weigli with ut. So Charrin 5 — 
m, (c) Tha the Jeripture bath no Authority, s . 
er:fercotomards ur, and aur faith, but ſof. the C hurchet offer 
iam and declaration. . Andrading in eipreſſe titmes de. 
nies(d)r bat there i any thin of Divimyty in the $triptiet, 
which binds us to believe the thingy ther tin cuir but 
the:Church, which trac heth at, thus thoſe Books avt” Fatftd, 
none can reſiſt without the bigheſt import y. One thay well 
cry out= Hd pictas, heu priſcdfides!>- To: dsbe ev tte 
Scripture, chat is no impiety, but to roſiſt che 'Churet;chac 
i the higheſt impiety: To make God a ſyary that: v8 
impi * to make the Church a lyar that i; ĩc 
in the higheſt. You ſee now the reaſon why Violation 
of the Churches Authority are more ſeverely pumſhed 


4 1 


2 . 


(a) Dodtor Jeſyica a 4 in pertinet de kibris Canouicts determinare) 
Catholicus #1 ww) Ad Ecclefiam, ſine cura auibpritate,non plus fides 
adbiberem Matthzo quam Tito Livio, par. 1. g 13. (b) Potuit A 


bis ſenſu dici— Nam revera nifi nor Excteſſæ doceret authorjt as bans 


Scriuram eſſe Caupnicam, prieciguum aud w, pordus haberel, de un- 
tboritate Scripture contra Bientium. lib, 3. fl. 171. (c) S 
null am habet aulhoritatem, nullum pondus, nullam vim er ga nes & no- 
ram fidem, niſ quod Eccleſia dicit & declarat. Charron verſ. 3. 
© Neque in Scripturis quicquam ineſſe divinitatis, que nos ad creden- 

, que illis continentur, religione aliqua conſlringat, at Eccleſia, que 
cedices illot ſacrot eſſe docet nemo ſine graviſſima impittatit nota poſſit 
repugnare, Pefenſ. Trident, lib. a, 


— — 


— ü 


"The UN ef br Bond Turf · 


hem. And p. 
. 
ee r fram themſclves,: a-frond 


. but from the Churches T eftims: P 
ſee, that accordi — the ſyſteme of 

y. * Scriptute doch. nat diſcover it felf robo 
de Word of God, not oblige my faith, ualeſſe it 
along wich it the Churches Letters of Credence. 
.wbereas in St. Paul's dayes, neithet Church — 


unt believed further then they brought Credentials om 


Scripture, 4, 1741 l. and St. A in his daies, in his 


Controverſies wichche Lonotiſts., batters down their | 
Church by this Argument, chat they could not ſhew is © 


Res, chen the Neſt tranſgreſom of Gods liwedi | 
Incole ere more ID chem. andi ſo more fevex | 


im nor prove it from the Authority ofScriptares: now I 


' onthe contrary tbe Scripture is not to be received, un- 


leſſe it be confirmed by the Churches Authority: And 
M Temullias argued of old. {b) God (ball not b God, with- 
vf mant conſent. It is here, as in dealings between man 
and rao, if I ſay to ſome unknown perſon recommended 
to me by one whom I know and truſt; I ſnould not be- 


lie ve your proſeſſions af honeſty (for. I know you not) | 
wereit! not for che teſtimony which my worthy friend | 


gives of you: in this caſe, the mans proſeſſions of Ho · 
neſty are not the ground of my faith ot confidence in 


him, but onely my friends Teſtimony. Or as ifa learner 

in Philoſophy ſhould ſay to his Tutor, I ſhould not be- 
- lievethatto be true, which I read in my Book, that tbe 
Earth moves, were it not for the reverence 1 bear co 


EE Jacgment - and great abilities, Here it is 


(a) Scripture, niſ ab Eccleſia accepto veritatis teflimonio, tas ex 


ſcihſis aut ſuis authoribus, apud nos authoritatem habent. Lib. Hierarchio 


* 2. (b) Nec Deus erit,nifi mint placnerits 


plaine 
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. Ran, the reading in this book is nat the faundatioh.of 
his faich or perſwaſion, but onely the reverence he bears, 
to his Teacher. And juſt this ({ay:theyi} is the eaſe o 
tte Seripture, to which purpoſe they ſleadg aud own 
ws | thoſe words of 4»fin, (though they pervert the ſenſe, 
78 (a) 1 /horild not believe the Geſpti, anliſſe the Churchet Ar- 
thority did move me. Which jf true in their ſenate, then 
bo F theChurches Authority is the ſole foundatidn-of my 
n Faith, and without it the Scripture is a meer Cypher, or at 
leaſt not ſufficient to command, or ground my Faith, 
Me which was the thing co be demonſtrated. The truth is, 
the papiſts put the tame ſcorn upon the Scriptures, tliat 
bs the Prophet E/iba did upon that ungodly King Fehoram, 
er $f 2 Kings 3,14. and beſpeak it inthe ſame language, were 
n it not that I regard the preſence, the teſtimony and the au- 
dow thority of the Church, I would not lick towards rheeg ner 
n* believe nor reverence thee. | 
nd Sect. 3. If it be ſaid, that altbough the Churches Te- 
th- ſtimony was neceſſary before, yet ſince the Church hath 
an long agoe conſigned the Canon of the Scripture, my faith 
ted is now grounded not onely upon the Churches Teltimo= 
ny. but upon the Scriptures Authority. 
dt) Io this Ianſwer, 1. That now as well as formerly; 
nd the Faith of a Chriſtian (ated by Romiſh principles) 
o · & doth not depend upon the Word, but barely upon the 
in ¶ Churches teſtimony, which I ſhall make plain by an in- 
ner ſtance, I do not believe (ſuppoſing I were a Papiſt) 
be- the Popes ſupremacy, becauſe I read theſe words, Thea 
the Þ art Perery forif I read theſe words in Tacitus, 1 ſhould 
'ro not draw an Argument from them, unleſſe happily 1 
tis ; ſhould fall into as merry a vein as Bellarmine doth, when 
— he proves Purgatory out of (6) Plato, Cicero, and Virgil. 
„en — — — 
chio (a) Ego vero Evangelio non crederem, niſi me Ectleſin chmmoveret 
7 authorit as. (b) Bell, de Pu gal. lib. 1. cap. 7. 
une B But 
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but becauſe the boobs herein I read-choſe words, Thos 
art Peter, is a book of Canonical Scripture, and a part of 
the word of God, there lies the whole ſtreſſe of the arꝑu- 
ment. And this I cannot know, ( ſay our Catholick ma- 
ſters, ) and am not bound to believe, but for the Chur- 
ches Teſtimony: which Teſtimony, as it is the onely 
cauſe which makes the Scripture ih general Authentical 
quoad nor, faith Stapleton, ſo it muſt be that alone, which 
makes this place Thon art Peter, Argumentative quoad 
nat, that is,all the force that Argument hath to periwade 
or convince me, is from the Church, and not from the 
Scripture, and the Scripture makes it Canonical to me, 
and irs being Canonical, gives the whole weight to the 
Argument, and quodeſt caaſa canſe eſt cauſa cauſati. 
Seft.4.2. It is not the Words, but Sence of Scripture * 
where the ſtrength of the Argument lies, And that 
ſence, ſay they, we cannot underſtand, nor attain, but 
by the Churches interpretation, which leads me to the 
ſecond principle of the Romaniſts, ' viz. That the ſence 
of Scripture: (which indeed is the very Soul of Scrip- 
ture, and the onely Ground of Faith, and Argu- 
ments) is in many matters of Faith ſo obſcure and am- 
biguous, that there is an abſolute neceſſity of an Authen= | 
tick and infallible Interpreter and Judge, to acquaint us 
therewith, that is, the Church, or (per equivalentiam pe- 
ſuiticam) the Pope. And it is abſurd to expect, and im. 
poſſible to receive ſatisfaction of doubts, and deciſion of 
controverſies of Faith from the Scripture, which is but a 
dead letter, unleſſe the Church animates it. This is ſo no— 


toriouſly owned by them all, that it is needleſſe to quote 5 


Authors for it, That which 1 inferre from hence is this, 
that according to this Hypotheſis, the Scripture in it ſelf, 
(1 ſay in it ſelf), for that is all the preſent Propoſition pre- 
tends to prove) is no ſolid foundation for my faith, and 
indeed, that it is a meer Cypher, which if the 9 dene 
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be put to it may have ſome ſignification and value, but 
elle none at all. And this is not the letter of the Scripture 
in it lelſe, but the Churches interpretation, which gives 
weight to this Argument. And this plainly appeares from 
that ſaying of their ꝑrea: Mr. Stapleton, which deſerves 
to be often mentioned in rei memoriam, and the rather, 
becauſe Cretſeru *0wns it and juſtifies it. When Staple- 
ton had aſſerted in his triplication againſt Whitaker, c. 174 
that even the Divinity of Cbriſt and of God did depend upon 
the Authority of the Pope; an ben Pappas bad charged 
Itapletos with that aſſertion, Gretſer's defence is, tha 
Stapleton aid not mean that they depended wpon the Pope in ſe 
& ex parte rei, but onely quoad nos, in reſpect of , and ſo 
faith Gretſer, it is very true, for I that believe that Chriſt ia 

God. & that God ic ene;& three, I do it, being induced by the 
Authority of the Church. teſtifying that thoſe books wherein 
ſuch things are delivered, are divine &dictated by God.(b)L 
deſire the Reader to obſerve this, as fully opening the my- 
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© Fiery of the Romiſh Cabal, and diſcovering the dreadful 
£ tendency of Popiſh principles, — the Divinity of 
1. Cbriſt precarious, that the Divinity of the Pope may be 
n- abſolute and certain. And thus I trow the Pope hath quit 
i Eſcores wich Chriſt, for as he was beholden to Chriſt for his 


Nutbority, ſo now Chriſt is beholden to his Vicar for his 
Divinity: and,faith he, it was truly [aid by Tannerus, (nor 
eeded Pappus to wonder at it, )that without the interpreta- 


a (] DefenſBel Tom. 1. pag.386. (b) Ref bor ab ille afteritur. 
14 it eaim Stapletonus, divini tatem (brifli & Dei pendere ⁊ teſtimonio 


— th Judiciaria poteſtate Ponti ſcis quoad nos, non is ſe & ex parte rei. 
Et paulo poſt: Negue prædicanti adeò mi rum videri debet, quod à Tan- 
IIS, nero noſtro in examme Relati mii Hunniane ſcristum eſt, fine hac inter- 
If, ſy retatione c teſtific atione Eccleſia impoſſibile fore credere (ſupernatura. 
te- Wer) ex ſola ſcriptura,Dewm cſſe unum, tres eſſe hytoſlaſes drvinas in una 


entia: non cſ1,inquam,qudd aded miretur & irafcalur iaſulſus Pappus, 
wa nibil à veritate alienum compleflitur, Defenſ. Bel. Tom. 1. in Ap- 
dend. i. ad lib 2. Caca, Bel. p 286. | | 1 

be B 2 tion 
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tian and teftification of the Church it i impoſſible to believt 
ont of Scriprure alone: that God is ene. and that there are iht 
ſozs, Who is it that dare charge theſe Jeſuites with 
Equivocation?l think they ſpeak as plainly as their grea-F | 
tet enemies can deſire. Here you ſee the meaning of that 
diſtinction quoad ſe & quoad nos, viz. they acknowledge 
the Scripture in it ſelſ to be true and Canonical, and it is 
a truth in it ſelf, that Gbriſt is God; but ſo far as concerns 
me, I am not bound to believe either one or the other. but 
for the Churches teſtimony. which is the very thing 1am 
now proving & hereby granted, that the Scripture in it 
ſelf is no foundation of my Faith. And this is the more 
weighty,becauſe you ſee it was not an unadviſed ſlip of 
one man's pen, but here you have it deliberately aſſerted 
& defended by a Triumvirate of popiſh Authors, each of; 
whoſe works, where that paſſage was, is ſer forth with the 
approbation of leveral RomiſhDoRors of principal note. 
F. 5. But peradventure, que non proſunt ſingula juntu 
guvant. Although neither che Pope's Authority, ne 
the Scriptures Teſtimony alone will, yet both rogethe 
may conſtitute a ſolid and ſufficient foundation of Faith; 
and the Popes Authority being aſlerted in, and demo 
ſtrated by the Scriptures, is a ſure fooring for my Faith Te 
To which, chough it might ſuffice to object the Circle, Pr 
(which is here moſt palpable and evident,) yet I ſhall au th 
preſent forbear that anſwer, and referte it to anotbet up 
place, and ſhall here conſider, whether the <cripture? an 
aſſert the Pope's infallible authority, as it is pretended. th 
And firſt in general, whereas ſeveral Texts of Scripture} Jac 
are pleaded by the Romaniſts,in favour of the Pope's ſu the 
premacy and infallibility, as Feed my /bcep,-T how art pe. the 
ter, I have prayed for thee. and the like: I demand wbe ba 
ther theſe words or Texts of Scripture, in, and tor them: rec 
ſelves, without the interpretation and teſlification of the Pet 
Romiſh Church, do bind me to belie ve the Pope's ſu- 
92 r 
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premacy, and infallibility, or not: If they deny the va · 
lidity of theſe Texts, without the Churches Teſtimo- 
bret oy and Authority(as needs they muſt according to their, 
rith principles) then it followes, that chere is nothing in Scri= 
ea · ¶ pture, conſidered im it ſelf, that binds me to believe the 
hat - Popes ſupremacy, and conſequently I do not (io, when TI - 
age ¶ do not believe & own their arguments drawn from theſe 
it u Texts, and that the Scripture in it ſelf is no ſufficienc 
rns Foundation for a Papiſts Faith. If they affirm it, then 
but let all the Papiſts in the world give me a reaſon why 
am theſe Texts, Tie word was Gad, Joh. 1. He thought it no 
n it robbery ro be equal with God, Phil.2.T bis is the true God, 
ore 1x Joh. 5. ſhouldnot in themſelves, and without the 
pol Churches Authority as ſolidly prove the Divinity of 
ted Chriſt, as the other mentioned Texts are «ffirmed to 
ho prove the ſupremacy and infallibilicy ofthe Pope. 
the F. 6. If they perſiſt ſtill to ſay, that the alleadged Texts 
ote. are in themſelyes a ſolid Foundation for my Faith, al- 
acta though ſuch an aſſertion is contrary to their univerſaf 
nor profeſſion,and overturnes the whole Fabrick of Popery, 

ber yet becauſe I know thele Proteus will turn themſelves 
ich into all ſhapes , and endeavour to ſlip all knots, and be- 
or: cauſe I obſerve all their writings are ſtuffed with ſeveral 
lich Texts of Scripture, as if they ſhould make their deluded 
cle, Proſelites believe they made them the Foundation of 
la their Faith: 1 ſhall there ſore make ſome brief remarks 
bet upon the chief of their Scripture allegations, in purſu- 
ure ance of the Propoſicion under conſideration, and ſhew 
led that tbe Faith of a Papiſt bath no foundation at all in the 
ure} ſacred Scripture, in the great and fundamental point of 
ſu the Pope's infallibility. Onely that you may underſtand 
pe. the diffidence, which ſome of their own great Rabbies 

be / have in their Scripture Arguments, I ſhall mind you of 
em-Y remarkable ſaying of an eminent Doctor, Pigbia, who 
the} perſwading his Catholicks in their diſputation, rather to 
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argue from Tradition then Scriptures, he breaks out into 


thefe memorable expreſſions; (a) Of which Deftrint if ve 


bed been ind ful, thut Hereticks are not to be convinced |; 


wit of Scriptures," our aff aives had been in à better poſtur 
but Sith or 3 wit and learning, men 5 
with Luther from Scripture, this Fire, which,alas, me now 
fee wa kindled, As ii he had ſaid, Vou may as ſoon fetch 
water out of a ſtone, as prove the Romiſh cauſe ſrom the 
Scripture. . Oh the power of Truth! Oh the Deſperate- 
of the popiſh cauſe. His counſel indeed was good 
but they could not ſollow it, for hauing once been ſum · 
bling about ſome Scriptures, though they ſaw well e- 
nongh how impertinent they were to their purpoſe, yet 
having once begun, they were obliged to proceed, and 
make good their attempts, (for of all things in the world 
they hate retreating and recanting) leaſt they ſhould 
put an Argument into our hands, againſt the infallibiſity 
of the Church from ber actual miſtakes and errours in 
the expoſitions of Scriptures. 


Sect. 7. The principal p aces of Scripture upon which | 


the Popes fupreme Authority and infallibility is founded, 
are as follow, 


- The firſt is Matth.16.18. Thos art Peter, and upon this 


Rock will I build my Church, and the gates of Hell ſhall not 


prevaile againſt jt: Ergo, the Pope is ſupreme Head, 


and infallible. I ſhall forbear act um agere, and there- 


fore ſhall omit ſeveral Anſwers already given, and onely 


OW * 


point at ſome few of thoſe many allegations, by which 


the ridiculouſneſſe ofthis collection may appear, and 


—— 


(a) Cujus doftrine,fi memores fuiſſemus, bereticos non eſſe inſorman- 5 
dos ſeu convincendos ex Seripturis, meliore  ſant loco eſſent res noſtra, 
— — — ingenii e eruditionis =_ ——— certa. 

deſcena ix Scripturarum, excitaym e vile - 
mas incendiam, eapeqe Hierarchia, =» * 


the: 


— 


damnable Hereſies. 
3. Theiofallibility here promiſed, extends onely to 
damnable Hereſies, and ſuch as lead to, and leave a man 
under-the gates of Hell, and therefore if it were intended 
of the Pope and Church ot Rowe, Chriſt promiſeth no 
more inſallibility to him, then be hereby promiſeth, and 
generally giveth to all perſevering Chriſtians. 

4. Ibis promiſe is ſpoken of, and made to the whole 
Church, and therefore belongs to all the parts and mem- 
bers of it alike, So that if it proye the infallibility ofthe 
Romiſh Biſhop and Church, ic proves alſo the ſame of the 
Biſhops and Churches of Corinth, Epbeſms, Philippi, &c. 
which may further appear thus. That if we ſhould 
grant che Papiſis their abſurd ſuppoſition, that this Rock 
was not Peter's Conſeſſion but his Perſon, yet ſince the 
Biſhops of Corinth and E pheſus, and indeed all the Bi- 


ſhops in the World, according to this ſuppoſition were 


built upon Pereys perſon, as well ar the Biſhop of Rome, 
E and 


i dhe wallyif the nowifÞFatth? 
at- tbe infaſfibiity fuppofed d here promiſed equally to 


* 


all that are built __ the Rock, it muſt either prove all | 


of theminfalkible! or ave the Pope ſallible. | 
J. "Whatfoever Authority or Infallibiliry ir bere prp- 
miſed co Peter, is in other places promiſed and given ta 
the reſt of the Apoſtles, and therefore what is collected 
from this place for St Peter: ſuceeſſors, may be with e- 
qual truth and evidente pleaded from other places, for 
the ſucceſſours of the reſt of the Apoſtles, The ſame 
Keyes which are bere promiſed to Peter are actually gi- 
ven to all the Apoſtles, Math. 18. 18. and foh. 20 22,23. 
And iſ infallibiliry be here promiſed to Peter, as much is 
romiſed to all the Apoſtles, John 16. 13. He will guide 
bs in all truth. And if St Petey be here called a Rock, 
ſo are the other Apoſtles called Pillars, Gal. 2.9. and 
Foundations, Epheſ.2. Apoc al. 21. 24. And that 16th of 
Mathew ſpeaks not one ſyllable more of tranſmitting 


St Peters Authority to his ſucceſſors, than thoſe other 


places do to their ſucceſſors:and therefore it unavoidabl 
folſowes, either that all their Succeſſours are jnfalli- 
ble, or that St Peters ſucceſſour is fallible , at leaſt for 


infallibiliry hath other foundations we ſhall examine in 
their order. | 

$8. It may be ſaid, that although this place may not 
ſeem to be cogent to one that conſiders it in it ſelf, yet 
if you take it according to the expoſition of the Fathers, 

it proves what it is alleadged for. 

But x. The Fathers generally did underſtand this Rock 
to be not Peters perſon, but his confeſſion, or Chriſt as 
confeſfed by him;and this you ſhall proved to have 
been the mind of S. Cyril, Hilary. Hierom, Ambroſe, Baſil, 
Anguſftine, yea and the whole Councel of Chalcedon in 


that incomparably learned and irrefragable diſcourſe of 


Alaulint, called The Novelty of Popery, Lib. 2. cap 4. 
N e 


7 
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any thing that appears from this Text:whether the popes 
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. That the Fathers ate not infallible guides of Faith 
and Religion I ſhall prove in the next Propoſition.  ' 
3. But howſoever, They that aſſert the infalli 
of rhe Fathers, when they relate the Churches Judgraen 
yet allow their Fallibility in expounding Scripture: C j. 
tan, and Aal donate both acknowledge it, and practiſe 
accordingly, that a man may in many cafes preſerre a nei 
Expoſition , though it be repugnant to the expoſitions r 
moſt of the Ancient Fathers. And Sr Xenelme mel 
ſpeaking of the jnfallibility of the Fathers, expreſly ſarth 
he underſtands ic onely of the Traditidn, or Doctrines, del. 
vered by them as the Faith received from their Anceſtors. 
not of their Comments or Sermons upon Scriptare, whic 
are to have no more weight then the Reafens they givi for 
them, Letters between Lord Digby and d. Krim 
Digby, pag. 10. abun s Wy oo 
F. 9. But if all cheſe,and other difficulties were cleared, 
yet do two things reniaine behind; in which this Text, 
and all others are wholly ſilent, and for them they are ſor- 
ced to fly to Tradition, and the Authority of the Fathers, 
(of which in the next place.) The firſt, That all this ſu- 
preme Authority and Infallibility, which they ſuppoſe 
to have been in Peter, was tranſmicted ro bis Succeſſor, 
(and conſequently Linus & Peters Succeſſor was ſuperior 
to the Apoſtle and Evangeliſt St. ehm, which be bad 
need have no fqueamiſh Conſcience that can digeſt} 
and yet all this amounts to nothing, unleſſe another 
thing be proved, viz. That the Biſhop of Rome is St. Pe- 
tert ſucceſſor; and here the Scripture failes them; and 


3 the Coronis or Apex of the Argument (without which 


it is both impertinent and impotent as to the probation 
of the Soveraignty of the Roman Biſhop) is ferched 
ſolely from Tradition and the Teſtimony of the Fathers: 
And ſo their Argument ſtands like the Angel in the A- 
pocalypſe, wich one foot on the Earth, another on the 
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— 1 Leg of it in Scripture, the other in Hiſtory; and 
becauſe cencluſio ſeqvitur partem deteriorem, the concluſr 
logilme i Scyiptural — — Bu 
hole DY YOBLLINE: s extra- Jcriptural. prerogatives 
| of St, Peter are tranſmitted, to St Peter's Succeſſors; but 
ghe Biſhop of Roms is St Peters ſucceſſor: where. it ap- 
9 what hath been ſaid, that neither propoſition 
* 36 do be proved fram Scripture, but wholly from Tradi- 
; | and that is all at preſent I am concerned to male 
10 od. And yet if allt his were over, they ha ve not done. 
dehold the miſery of a deſperate cauſe: for whereas it is 
koowne,and granted by the Papiſts, that St Peter had two 
See's, he was Biſhop of Antioch ſor ſeaven yeares faith 
'Baronixs, and Biſhop of Rome; it muſt be further cvin- 


;F&nnOt. be de , or rather, to ſpeak 


iathe very foundation ſtone of tbe. Pope's ſupremacy. 
Nou ſhall haue the Argument in Bellarmine's words, ©: 
bad its riſe a facto Petri, from St. Peter's fact. peter leaves 

| 'Antioch and comes to Rome, and there be dies, and ſo his 
ll N got the day. Here I deſire the Reader to ob- 


a matter oſ Fact, and an uncertain Hiſtorical Relation. 


their Faith can have a firme Foundation. 1. That Peter 


appointed his Roman, not 
(3) Pe Pontificiis, Lib. 4. 


ed, that the Biſhop of Antioch was excluded from, aud 
' - the Biſhop of Rowe inveſted with St Peter: prerogatives. 
And would you know the: proof of this poſition (which 


lere, that all the Faith of the Romaniſts concerning 
the Pope's inſallihility, depends upon, and is reſolved into 


| Nay, to ſpeak truely, there are ſeveral matters of Fat, 
. every one of which muſt be ſolidly demonſtrated, belore 


was at Rowe. 2. That Peter was Biſhop of Rome pro- 
perly ſo called. 3. That St Peter died at Rowe. 4. That 
it was Chriſt's, or Peters intention, that Peter's Succeſſor 
ſhould enjoy all his * 5+ Thar Chriſt or Peter 

is Amtiochian ſucceſſor ' to 


be 
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be tbis perſon. to whom ſuch priviledges were tobe 
tranſmitted. If chege be a Baw in any one of theſe, their 
whole cauſe in this is loſt, And all theſe are matten 
of act. And ſuch is tha nature, and uncertainty of matters 
of fact. chat the Papiſts confeſſa thoſe perſons whom they 
ſuppoſe inſallihle in matters of Faich, are fallible in mat- 
ters of Fact. Excepting that moderne dotage of ſome af 
the Jeſuites,wbo have lately aſſerted the Popes infallibi« 
lity in matters of Fact: but that is ſuch a piece of Drot- 
lery and impudence, that their own brethren, who have 
nat ſorſworne all modeſty are aſhamed of it: now to.. 
ſame, as ſotne of theſe aflertions. are apparently falſe, fo 

there are none of them. but are diſputable points, 
denyed by divers learned meu, not wwbour a plaufible 
appearanceof Authorities and Arguments. © And ii the 
— opinion be true concerning the doctrine of pro- 
bility, that a man may ſatisſie his conſcience, and ver- 
ture his ſalyation upon the opinions of two or three lear- 
ned Doctors, then a Proteſtant may ſatisfie bis conſcience 
& venture hisſalvation upon it, that all cheſe propoſitions 
are falſe; being denied by far more than that number of 
learned Doctors At leaſt this muſt be granted, that it rens 
ders the forementioned poſitions dubious and uncertain: 
and ſo the Papiſts build their divine faith upon a dubious 
hiſtorical Faith; Yer again: what if Peter dies there? 
muſt the univerſal Headſhip needs go to the Biſhop of 
the place where be dies, and not to another where be 
lived? Charles the fiſth was King of Spain, and Emperour 
of Germany; it he die in Spain, muſt all the Kings of Spain 
be therefore Emperours of Germany? Haply they will 
Ay. no; becauſe the Empire is elective, not hereditary, 
And if that were granted, which the Papiſt will never 
be able to prove, that there were ſuch a thing as this uni · 
verſal headſhip, and that this was to continue, will they 
pawn ther ſoules on it, (for ſo indeed they do) that this 
univer- 


— — 
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whiverſal headſhip was bereditary; not elective ? How 
will they prove it? Chriſt dies at Jeruſalem, by this rule 
the Biſhop of Fer»ſa/em: muſt. be umverſal Head. Suppoſe 
the Pope ſhould leave Rome, and: go to e Avignon, (as 
once he did) and ſettle, and die there, by this rule the 
Biſhop' of Avignon muſtſucceed in the univerſal head- 
—_— I need ſay no more of ſo abſurd a fancy. 

#2; 10. A ſecond place of Scripture is Job.21. Peter 
feed my She:p.And this feeding muſt denote ruling as well 
as teaching, and this Rule (forſooth) muſt needs be the 
Fupreme power; and that power muſt be attended with 
Intallibilny. and theſe ſheep muſt be all the ſheep in the 
world, nay, ſheepbeards too, except the Pay, __——_ 

a at Rome. T ante wotu erat Romanum condere Pa- 

pam. And this Rope of Sand muſt be called an Arꝑu- 
ment, by which one may ſee the intolerable confidence 
they have in themſelves, and their ſhameleſſe contempt 
of the Reader, whom they think obliged to receive all 
their dictates without enquiry. I would have you to 
wit, that the Church of Rowe knew what they did, when 
they invented the doctrine of an implicite Faith, and a 
blind obedience to all the Churches Decrees, for if 
men ſhould once dare to open their Eyes and examine 
their Aſſertions, all their Craft would be in danger to be 
ſet at nought, and the temple of Domi uus Deus noſter papa 
(as the Canon Law calls him) would be deſpiſed, and his 
magnificence would be deſtroyed, whom ſo great part of 
the world worſhippeth. But if indeed they will by Trans 
fabſtantiation turn this handfull of ſtraw into a pillar of 
their Church (as I cannot blame one neer drowning, for 
catching at every twig) then 1 ſhall offer theſe things to 
their conſideration. 

1. That Belarmine (as his manner is) beſtowes ſeven 
Arguments to prove that which none ever denied, That 
CETELDI—n ohm 29 rev Mong, and! We 
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that which he ſhould bave diſproved viz. the reaſon 
thereof given by Ang. Cyril, Ambroſe, and others, and 
after — the Proteſtancs, —— — — 
of a new dignity ſuperior to that of t ra 
but his — to his former dignity of the Apoſtle- 
ſhip, from which by bis great ttanſgreſſion, be might 
ſeem to have fallen, as 7d really did fall by bis tranſ- 
greſſion, Act. 1. 

2. If this Text afford them any ſupport, they muſt 
have it either from the 4d, or the word Feed, or from 
the object or phraſe, my beep, For the firſt, By what 
Arts can the Supremacy of the Pope be drawn from that 
word or precept ? Ibis feeding in the judgment of the 
Romaniſts themſelves) implies nothing but teaching and 
ruling, and both thoſe are aſcribed to all the Apoſtles 
without any diſcrimination, Mat. 28. 19, 20. Mat. 18. 
" Foln 20. And Bellarmine bimſelf confeſſeth, that nor 
onely the power of Rule, but the ſupreme power was conferred 
upon all the Apoitler. (a) Nay, they are aſcribed to inſeri- 
our Miniſters, Heb. 13. Obey them that have the Nule over 
vont and 1 Tim. 5. 17. The Elders that rule well: and to 
ſuch the very ſame precept is given, 1 Per. 5. 1. 2. The 
E lders--1 exhort= Feed the flock of God which 15 among you. 
Doth feeding in one place argue Superiority , and in 
another place imply iubjectionè or rather in both pla- 
ces it ſeems it fignifies what the Pope pleaſeth. But 
you muſt know tbe Romiſn Doctors having called the 
Scripture a Lesbian Rule, and a Noſe of Wax, — they 
were bound in honour aut invenire aut facere, either to 
find ic ſo, or to make it ſuch: ifir be ſaid their charge 
is limited to the Flock of God among them; whereas 
Peters extends to all the ſheep; the Anſwer is eaſie, if chat 
be granted, for then the difference doth not lie in the 


(3) Lib. ae Pontifice Romano, Ub, x,cap, 12.9. Ut gutem. 


10 The Nilteyof the Rowiſh Faith; 

act of feeding, but in the object, of which I now come 
to ſpeak, that is the ſecond thing; the ptiraſe, my ſbeep. 

. Granting therefore what He llar. deſires, that he ſpeaks of 
all che ſheep, yet herein Sr, Peter had no prerogative above 
the other Apoſtles, ho are equally commanded to teach 
and baptiſe all Nations, Aas. 26. 1. to preach the Goſpel 
to — Aar. 16. 15. And Peter's Dioceſs ſurely 
cannot be larger, unleſſe happily Utopia be taken in, or 
that which is in the ſame part of che world, I meane 
Purgatory. But yon will ſay, ſurely they have ſomewhac 
elſe to plead for themſelves from this Text; why yes, 
Theſe good Maſters of the Feaſt have reſerved the beſt 
Wine tothe laſt, Here comes in ũ rare notion, not fit 
to be proſtituted to vulgar apprehenfions, you ſhall 
hear it, upon condition you will not put them to the 


proofe of it, which they are not bound to doe, for em 


tenetur ad impoſſibilia, No man is obliged to do more than 
in his power: Peter was to feed the ſheep as ny 
paſtours,the reſt as extraordinary Ambaſſadors,and wit 

a certain ſubjection to Percr. (a) Ii you aske, doth this 
Text ſay ſo? or any other Text? or is chere one ſylla- 
ble from whence this may be deduced? You mult re- 
member the condition which I told you, And what 


if this be granted, how comes the ordinary power to be 


greater and bigher than the extraordinary? In the old 
Teſtament generally, the extraordinary others, the Pro- 
phers whom God raiſed were ſuperiour to the Prieſts: 
And in the New Teſtament, the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts 
who were extraordinary officers, were ſuperior to Paſtors 
and Teachers, which are the ordinary. How come the 


— 


(a) Dt autem intellizeremus-banc ſum mam poteſt atem collatam Ato - 
folis omnibus, ut legatis, non ut paſtoribus}#rdinariis & c um quad am 
ſubjeftione ad Petrum, Bel. de Romano Poutifice Lib, Ia cap. i. 
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| Tables to be turned? and the ordinary agent to be adc 


vanced above the extraordinary Ambaſſadours? And 
what if all this be granted, it ſignifies nothing, unſeſs tro 
things be ſuperaddedꝰ of both which the Scripture is 
wholly ſilent, and their proots fail them. 1. They muſt 
prove that this power of feeding is tranſmitted to ' Peters 
Succeſſors in a more peculiar manner, than to the Sue- 
ceſſors of the other Apoſtles, and that whatever power 
Peter had is depoſited in their hand, 2. That the Pope 
is this Succeſſor, to whom theſe things are concredited. 
And theſe they do not pretend to proue from Scriprures 
So that ill the Concluſion remaines entire, Thar the 
Scripture is not to the Papiſts a ſolid and ſure ground of 


. Faith. — 


$ 11, A third place alwayes in theit mouthes, Laę 


1 22.31. Simon, Simon, Satan hat h defircd to winnow Num; 
ut I have prayed that thy Faith faile ot. A man would 


not believe, if he did not ſee it with his own Eyes that 
ſuch Learned men as diverſe of the Papiſts are, ſhould 
put any confidence in ſuch broken Reeds and ſhatrer'd 
Arguments as this is Truly, ſaith a Learned man, Hoe 
non eft diſputare, ſed ſomniare: this is rather a Dreame; 


than an Argument. What thoughts che Papiſts have 
ol our Engliſh SeRaries is ſufficiently known, but I mult 


needs do them this right to profeſſe, I do not know that 
SeR among us( the Quakers excepted) ſo abſurd and im- 
pertinent in the allegations of Scripture for their moſt 
irrational opinions, as in ſundry particulars (and-this 
eſpecially) the Papiſts are. But becauſe they ſhall not 
complain of us (as we do juſtly of them) that we rather 
condemn them than conſute them, I ſhall ſhew the ridi- 


culouſneſſe of this allegation to their purpoſe. 


1, If this prayer ſecure the Pope from unbelief, and 
errour in judgment, it ſecures bim alſo from unbeliefe 
and Aporlacy in heart and life: but this prayer doth 

not 
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not ſeture the Pope from Apoſtacy in heart and- life; 
The Papiſts generally 9 ſeveral of theicPapes | 
were Apoſtatici,non Apoſftolici, Apoltates, not Apoſtolick 

perſops. All the doubt lies about the Major, which I 
prove thus: If this prayer was put up for Peter in the 
name and on the behalfe of bis Succeſſours as well as him 
ſelfe (as the Papiſts pretend it was, though we deny it) 
then the lame thing for which Chriſt prayes for Peter, 
Chriſt prayes for it for his Succeſſors alſo, and thereſore © 


if Chriſt prayed that Peter might be kept from Apoltacy 
in heart and life as well as in opinion and judgment, 
then the Major is true; but Chriſt-prayed that Peter 
might be ſo hope, which I thus prove. Chriſt's prayer 
was the Antidote againſt the Devils malicious deſigne, 
Satan hath deſired to winnow you, but I have prayed &C, | 
And conſequently the plaiſter mult be as large as the 
Sore: but the Devils deſigne was not onely to draw Peter 
to erzor in judgment, but alſo, yea prihcipally to draw 
him to Apoſtacy in beart and life. Ergo 

2 Ifnotwithwanding this prayer it was poſlible, that 
Peter himſelf might fall fo farre after Chriſt's prayer, as 
to teach a falſe Doctrine, then this prayer doth not 
prove the Popes Infallibility. But notwithſtanding this 
prayer, it was poſſible that Peter might fall ſo farre as to 
teach a falſe doctrine. The Minor, which alone needs proof, 
I prove thus, He that believed a falſe Doctrine, might 
preach a ſalſe docrine, but Peter aſter this prayer did be- 
lieve a falſe doctrine, which plainly appears from Act. 1. 6. 
Wilt thou at this time reſtore the Kingdom to Iſrael? by 
which it is evident(and the popiſh Expoſitors confeſs it } 
that the Apoſtles(& Peter with chem) ſtill retained the old 
Leaven, of the belief of a Temporal Monarchy of Chrilt 
upon earth, (a doctrine which thePapiſts themſelves con- 
demain the Millenaries.) Nor was this the onely miſtake 
of Perey or the g poſtles aſter that Prayer. And indeed 

1c 
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it was not Chriſt's prayer but the gift of the Hoſy Ghoſt 
aſter his death, which did ſecure the Apoſtles from error 
olick and us from deceit, in following their Doctrines, 
3. It Chriſtsprayer, for the not failing of Peters Fai 
the render the Pope infallible, then St. Pauli prayer for the 
Theſſalonians, I pray God your whole Spirit, Soul and 
it) Bad) be preſerved blameleſſe unto the comming of aur Lord 
| Feſus Chriſt, 1 Theſ. 5. 23. and for the Philippians, That 
they might abound in kuowledg ,' —=-and approve things 
tacy that are excellent, that they might be ſincere, aud without 
c erce, till the day of Chriſt, Philip. 1. 9. proves the inſalli- 


"I bilicy,yea the impeccability of che Theſſalonians, and the 
yer Philippians. The reaſon is this: becauſe St. Pauls prayer 
ge being infallibly dictated by God's ipirit, and made accor- 
Kc. ding to his word, and in Chriſts name, muſt as ſurely. be 


the & anſwered, as Chrilts prayer was; for God, who cannot lie, 
hath promiſed co anſwer ſuch prayers. | 
4. If the prayer of Chriſt for the perſeverance of 
Faich, makes bim inſallible for whom Chriſt prayes, then 
hat all elect and perlevering Believers are infallible, The 
Conſequence appears thus, Becauſe Chriſt did pray, and 


#4 doth intercede for the perſeverance of the Faith ot every 

nor 

his ; ſuch perſon. Chriſt expreſly tels us, Joh. 17. J pray not 

to for theſe alone, but for them alſo which ſhall believe en me 
through their wird. And there is not one perſevering 


he 8 Chriſtian in the World, but owes his perſeverance to 
= the prayer,care, and interceſſion of Chriſt: Hence they 
are laid co be preſerved in Chriſt Jeſus, Fad, 1.1. And 

by 27 theretore either this Argument concludes not for the 
it) Popes infallibility, or elſe it gives him ten thouſand part- 
old ners in that priviledge. And ſurely, if the prayer for this 
tit mercy makes the Pope infallible, much more doth the 

actual donation of this mercy make believers intallible. 
5. This prayer was intended for the other Apoſtles, 
as well as Peter (though Chri - ſpeak to Peter inthe name | 


of 


8 St 
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of the reſt, as his manner was, as evidently appears from 
Hence, Chriſt prayes for thoſe whom the Devil defires to 
winnow? That is plain from the words, Satan hath de- 
Fred to winnow you; but I have prazed= But the Devils 
aim was, not onely againſt Peter, but the reſt of the Apo- 
Nles,as Chriſt exprefly tels us, */Zn75-2n,not or thee, but 
June yon, in the plural number. And therefore it fol. 
Jowes; that as the diſeaſe and danger was general and 
common to all the Apoſtles, fo was that relief and ſuc» 
cour, which Chriſt bere afforded, and conſequently all 
the Apoſtles are intereſted in this promiſe,and therefore 
either it makes no: the Succeſſors of Peter infallible, or 
elſe it makes all the ſucceſſors of all the Apoſtles infalli- 
ble, let them chooſe which they will. 
6. And yet, if all thoſe difficulties be overcome, the 
Concluſion may be granted, without any advantage to 
their cauſe. For what if Chriſt prayed for Peter alone? 
What if this prayer intended and prochred infallibility 
for bim? Quid hoc ad Iphicli boves? What is this to the 
Pope? What Scripture, what Father, what man (that is 
not wholly mancipated to the Popes ambitious humour) 
will ſay or can prove that the Pope is intereſted in all 
the prayers of Chriſt for Perer? Or why may not all 
the Succeſſors of the other Apoſtles upon as good 
grounds claime an intereſt in that prayer of Chriſt tor 
the infallibilicy of all the Apoſtles, Joh. 17. (For ſure I am 
- thoſe prayers of Chriſt, that God would keep them through IF. 
his own name. v. 11, keep them from evil, v.15. ſantisfie'3 
them through bu truth and keepthem unto glory, v. 21, 22, 
23,24. do as fully imply infallibility, as this, that Peters 
Faith might not faile.) Or if I do grant, whar they cans} 
not prove, that Peter's ſucceſſors have this as their pecu- 
liar, yet why ſhould not this prayer preſerve the Chair 
of Antioch, as well as that of Rome, {rom Fallibility? 
And how can this prayer, That his Faith way net fail, 
wr — 
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put up by Chriſt for one of them that he tels us, he doth 
not pray for. Joh. 17. 9. I pray nat for the world, i. e. of re- 
evil probates, (and ſuch many Popes are conſeſſed to have 
_—_— how can this prayer tor perſeverance in the ſaith 
po. be offered up by Chriſt, for ſuch as never had any 
fol. Nrrue taith (as is acknowledged of many Popes) or how 

dare they ſay Chriſt prayed thus for the faith of all ſur- 
ceeding Popes, when they confeſſe the Faith of Jeveral 
Popes haith failed? it is true they have a miſerable ſhir, 
they tell us a Pope may crre 4s a private perſon, thongh 
nt 45 a Pope, he may erre perſonally, though not judicially, 
ot in Cathedra; It ij no doubt among ua (ſaith Coſterw ) 
a) That the Pope as a private per ſon may erre,aud full into 
erefie. If this bẽ granted, the Pope is concerned in 
his prayer and promiſe of Infallibility. For if this 
prayer for Peter reacheth to his Succeſſors,then tkeſame 


ilie Tiviledge for which Chriſt bere prayes for Peter, tor the 
theme he prayeth for his Succeſſors: but the ſame privi- 
at i edge,vbich according to their ſuppoſition is here prayed 
our) Mr on Peter- behalf, is not prayed for on the behalt of 
1 all is Succeſſors, themſelves being Judges. For Chrüſt's 
t all rayer they confeſſe ſecured Peter from falling into er- 
good our, even as a private perſon, which you ſee they do not 


retend for the Pope. But bere is the benefit of the 
opes reſerving the key of interpretations in his owir 
reſt, ſor now he can order it as he pleaſeth, and propor- 
on the meanings of any Text as need requires, and ſo 
His Text (if you pleaſe to believe them) it procures 
g. That Petey cannot erre, neither perſonally, nor judici- 
ly. 2. That the Pope may erre perſonally, but not 
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lity2M () Dic nullum apud nos dubium eſſe, Romanum Pontificem ut ho- 
wen Privatumy errare, ac in mo labi poſſe, in Apologra c. 2. 
| 2 ju- 
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Judicially. 3. That the whole Church oi Rome cannt 
erre perſonally: But it is all the realon in the world that 
the firſt inventers and Authors of Intallibility ſhou 
have tbe diſpoſing of ic in their own hands. | 
$. 12. A fourth place vehemently urged on the b 
half of the Popes infallibity, is Deut. 17. 11, 12. where 
the ewes are commanded under pain ef death to ſtand to 
judgment of the High-pricſt, and to do according to t 
fentence which the Prieſt ſhould ſhew them. Theretore (lan 
they) the High prieſt was infallible (elſe the people bai 
been bound to reſt in a falſe deciſion )& conſequently ti 
Pope, who ſucceeds in the High prieſts place, is infallible} 
To which 1 anſwer, 1. If a man ſhould pur them will 
prove the conſequence, bow woſully would they be g 
velled? If theſe Romaniſts would lay aſide their Dicti 
torſhip, and condeſcend to the proof of their Aſſertion 
how would they prove one of theſe things: 1 that the big 
Prieſt of the Jewes hath a vifible Succeſſor upon Ear 
among Chriſtians. 2. That the Pope alone is this Succeſ 
ſor. 3. That this ſuppoſed Succeſſor muſt be inveſted wit 
all the priviledges which the Righ-prieſt had. Bur | 
paſſe by all theſe, and the horrible impertinency of thei 
ſtance, & the ſeebleneſs of the conſequence,&ſhall aſſa 
them on the ſtrongeſt ſide by denying the Anteceden : 
vic. that any inſallibility is here aſcribed or promiſed! 
the High prieſt: ſor proof hereofl offer theſe Argument 
1. No more infallibilty is here aſcribed to the High # 
prieſt, than to the ludge and to the inferiour Prieſb 3 
But the Judge and inferiour prieſts were not infallibl 
Ergo this place doth not prove the High · prieſts inf 
libiſity. The Major is evident from the reading of d 
Words: the Judge or Civil Magiſtrate is joyned int 
fame commiſſion with the Prieſt, and the people « 
commanded to acquieſce indifferently in the determis 
tions both of the one ang of the other: and theretore 6 
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bottrareinfallible, or neither. Again, it is nat the 
——— is bere meant, but others alſo, Jo 
thewords-run in the plural number, The Prieſts, the Lg» 
uur v. g. and they ſhall ſhex thee, they ſhall inform thee. 
For che, Minor it is acknowledged by the Papiſts, Erge, 
2 alfthis text proves the High.prieſts inſallibility, it 
proves .it in the matter bere ſpoken of: but this Place 
doth not prove the High prieſts infallibilicy, in the mit» 
ters here ſpoken ot: far thoſe are matters of Fact, mee 
blaud and loud, plea qud plea ftroke and ſtrobe: queſtions 
which were decided by teſtimonies, and in ſuch they con- 
ſeſſe the Pope may exre. So then their Argument runs 
thus: The High · prielt was infallible in matters of Fact, 
therefore the Po;e is not infallible in matters of Fact, hu 
be is infallible i matters of Faith: but our comfort 1.20 
it » a dangerous Argument, ſo themſelves furniſh us 
wich an Antidote; for they deny both Propoſitions. 1. 
They:deny the conſequent, from matters of Fact, to mat- 
ters of Faich. 2. They deny che antecedent. for they do not 
a\ctibe to che Pope, and conſequently not to the High- 
prieſt, inſallibility in matters of Fact. You ſee what ſhiſts 
tbey are put to, to ſupport their cauſe with ſuch rot- 
ten poſts: to argue from the Authority of the Prieſts, to 
end particular controverſies between man and man, be- 
tween bloud and bloud, plea and plea, ſtroke and ſtroke, 
(which is all that place ſpeaks of) co the infallibility of 


nu the Pope, in all the matters of God, and deciding all the 


2 controverſies of Religion, I think they have ſufficiently 
improved the ſtock the High- prieſt leſt them. 

3. Thoſe words(however they may ſeem to a careleſs 
reader at firſt view) do not aſſert the infallibility of the 
prieſt or prieſts,nor the obligation of the people to an ab. 
ſolute ſubmiſſion and blind obedience to all their dictates 
and expoſitions, and that for two undeniable reaſons, 

1. Becauſe other places of Scripture (witch whom this 
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Muſt'be reconciled) command both Printe: und pe 
to keep cloſe to the word of God, and to that end 
rezd in the book of the Law diligent iy, and xo do, 
ding to all that is written therein, Dent. 5. 32,33. es 
Hall obſerve to dv as the Lord bath commanded jou, you ſhall 
Lor urn afide to the right hand, or to the leſt: Ne ſpal 
walk'in all the wages which the Lori commanded you; S0 
Deut g. 6. & c. It is God's ſpeech to Foſmat; ch. I. 8. Thi 
be of the Law ſhall not depart ut o/ thy mouth, bus tho 
ſhalt meditate therein day and night Fhat thaw mayeſt obſerve 
ro do according to all that ts written therein And im caſe of 
Aoubt, it is the Propher's in junction to the people to have 
recourſe to the Law, and to the Teſſimony, Iſig 20. Nou 
pot caſe an highPrieſt ſhould fall into idolarry(t may well 
uppoſe it, for it was done) and ſhould expound the Law 
Tſo as to favour his opinion & practice, I demand whether 
In this caſe,the people of the Jews were bound tobelieve 
and obey him, or not, to worſhip an Idol, or not? Aﬀrme 
It none will, but one of a Jeſuitical h.e.a ſeared conſcience, 
rior can any Chriſtian bear ſuch an aſſertion without hor. 
ror; iſ hey deny it. their argument from this place is loſt. WM : 
2. That ſence of Scripture which juſtifies the Jewes in Þ | 
Putting Chriſt to death, is a falſe ſence, and corrupt e. 
| 

| 


poſition: but the popiſh ſence of this place, and their 
argument from it, doth juſtifie the Jewes in putting 
Chriſt to death, Ergo it is a corrupt expoſition: for the 
Major, be that denies it, deſerves not the name of a Chri- 
ſtian, and whatever his ſucceſſors will do at a pinch, I ! 
am ſure St. Peter did not juſtifie them, but ſeverely con- 
demnes them, and highly aggravates their fin in it: Act. 
2,03.G 4, & 3. The Minor (about which alone the 
doubt lies) I ſhall eaſily prove:which Iam more willing to 
do, that all Chriſtians may obſerve the juſt judgment of 
God, and the fearful Apoſtacy of theſe men, that, rather 
than recant their ecrours,will (in pounce Chas 
| Is ER —@ 
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Nianity, and juſtifie the murderers of Chriſt, I prove ic 
thus. If the ſewes, in that act, did nothing, but what by; 
virtue of this place they were obliged to do, thei thay 
did not fin: but the Jewes did nothing in the murder 

of Chriſt, but what by virtue of this place (if the Þ6pilly 
ſence be true). . were obliged to doe. Ergo. The 
Major they do, and mult grant, for it cannot be a lin ta 
obey God's command. The Minor I prove: if this law, 
did require ablolute obedience to their Prieſts, and was 
in force at that time, then the Jewes did ne 


what they were obliged to do: But this Law did require 
ſuch obedience(ſay the Papiſts) & it was in force qt that 
time, ſay I, Ergo. The conſequence no man will deny. 
but he that doth-not underſtand it: The Minor I prove 
it in its ewo branches. 1. This Law bound he Jewes ta 
abſolute obedience to their Prieſts: This is Known to be 
their opinion. But becauſe I have no great coiifiderice 
in the ingenuity of theſe men, I will prove it out of 2 or 
3 of their moſt eminent Authors. Becanas hath theſe 
words, the whole people in matters of Religion Were com. 
manded to follow that which the Hiek-orief enjoyned them. 
(4) What more plain? Thus Aelchior Canns (one of 
great Authority with them) Moſes dith net command 
that they ſpould believe the Priiſts, if they judged according 
to Law, but rather, that they ſhould taks that ſor Law, 
which the Prieſt taught them. (b) Bellar. diſputes againſt 
the aſſertion of Brentias, That the people were to ſtand to 
the judgment of the High- prieſti onely, upon condition they 


judged according to Law and argues that they were abſo- 


lutely bound to follow ĩt (c) And (that you may ſee it is . 


(a) To'us Poſulus,innegotio religion jubebatur id ſequi, quod Pontiſex 
Judicabat 17 oportere, In manuali de Judice controverſiarum lib. 2. 
Cap. . au. 62. (b) Non precipit Moſes ut ſacerdotibus credaut, fs 
judicarent ſecusdum legem, ſed potius, ut que ſacerdotes doc uerint, ea pro 
lege babeamtur dn per, C aui, l. 6. j 10. (e) De verbi Dei interp l.3. c. 4. 
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q reſolved cale) Gree deſends Fell. in it, and tels us 
Play Nhe prople were bound to ſt and to the Fig H prieſti 

Wagment, what ſoever their ſentence war(a). I think ad 
dverſary will not require more for the proof of the firſt 
d JE 6p, e A ber. * l 6 
a he'f cond branch of the Airy is, that this Law was 
len in force, which I prove thus. If Chriſt had not at 
chat time deſtroyed or aboliſhed this Law, it was in 
force: but Chriſt had not at that time deſtroyed or a- 
dolce it. The Ceremonial Law which was to expire, 


yer foche judgment of all intelligent Divines, Antient 
and Modern, popiſh and proteſtant, did not expire till 
the death of Chrilt, and conſequently while Chriſt lived 
Chis Law was in force, hich being conſidered, quite inva- 
11775 the laſt and moſt plauſible evaſion of the Papiſts to 
this inſtance, as Becanw delivers it, Spragoga fere expiravit 
The Synagogue wat almoſt expired: He ſhouid have ſaid 
the precept Deut. 17. was 4/rogerher expired, and in ſtead of 
it here is, he Synagegue was almoſt expired: and what then? 
It was not yet expired, nor dead, A man that is almoſt 
dead is yet alive, and while the Law lives, it bath its force 
over us,as the Apoſtle argues Rom. 7. 1. elſe it is a pretty 
device of Jeeauu, & will do fine feats, for by the ſame ar- 
gument I will prove that the Jews were not then bound 
to obſerve their Paſſeover, quia Synagega firs expiravit. 
And if that Law which enjoy ned the obſervation of the 
Paſſeover was in full force to the Jewes, notwithſtanding 
the nearneſſe of its expiration,then the ſame muſt be ac- 
knowledged of this Law, which required abſolute obedi- 
ence to the high.prieſts ſentence,&conſequently the Jews | 
were then bound by it, and therefore (porreſcoreferens) 
did not fin in it. And becauſe the concluſion is diveliſn & 
deteſtable to all that love the Lord Jeſus in ſincerity, 
therefore the principles from which it flows are rotten, & 


(2) Quancung, ſextentian twerint, Defenſ, Bel,3.6.4 13394 * 
t 
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that Popiſh cauſe which cannot ſtand without fuch pro- 
digious Blaſphemies, ought to be#dhorred by 'M that 
pretend to Chriſtianity. And therefore the ＋ 
gloſſe upon the place is talſe, and their Argument ira: 
nt is wicked, and che true ſence is this; they were bound to 
hearken to the Prieſts, if they delivered fentence-aceor= 
ding to the Law, and not, iſ they didgroſly contradict it; 
And the rejection of this expoſition, and the aſſertion or 
the peoples implicit Faith, hath forced ſeveral of them 
who paſle for ſober men amongſt our Adverſarles, into 
ſuch expreſſions as theſe, That this Ac hion of the' Priefs 
(in condemoitg Chriſt) was indeed contrary 10 Chriſh, but 
their ſentence was mo#t true, and woſt profitable; yra that # 
was 4 divine Oracle. So Canto (a) Tihat at that time-thi 
Pri:ſts had the Holy Spirit, the ſpivft of Truth. So Petras n 
Soto (b) That the Acts of that Conneel were wicktd, but the 
ſentence whereby they cond:mngd Chriſt, was juſt and truet 
ſo Harding. (e) Really Proteſtants muſt be tender in 
prefling their Arguments too farre, ſor the Papilts, like 
wild Horſes when they are cha ſed, will venture over 
hedgeand dich. We have already made them turne 
Jewes, I am afraid next remove we ſhall diſpute them 
into Paganiſme, if they be not there alread x. 

$.13. And thus I have diſpatched the Romaniſis pres 
tenſions from Scripture, for the Popes ſupreme and iu: 
tallible Authority. If inſallibility have any Foundation ig 
Scripture, it is in theſe places: And how far they are 
from giving any countenance or ſupport to their opinlon 
I leave to that Reader to judg, who bath either fence 
or conſcience, or any care of lis Salvation. Bat 


—_— — 
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(a) Nam ſacerdotum vete rum alta quidem chriſto adverſa fuerunt, 
ac ſententia hominum alioqui peſſi morum aon ſolum veriſſi ma, ſed vcipul. 
etiam ut iliſſima ſuit, Ouia divinum oraculum ſaiße Johannes teſlatur. 
in operibus lib 5. c. ult. pag. 28 3. (b) Non dif uit tunc temporis ſacerdo- 
up Levitico Sſuritus Propheticus, Spiritus ſanctus, Spiritus veritatis, In 
Prolegomenss, (c) Againſt Zewels Apology c. 6. diviſ. 3. dar, 6, 8 
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I ut not do them wrang, I conſeſſe there is one Argus 
ment behind, andgþat is taken trom St Peter's prerogas 
gives: And Bellargype reckons up no leſſe than twenty 
ight prerogatives, which all undauhtedly belong to the 
Pope yes, that I onfrſſe ſtrikes all dead, and therefore 
I mujt crave the Readers pardon, and Bellar mines mercy; 
if Lonce doſ as the Fapiſts do ordinarily) paſſe over in ſi 
ſance· what l cannet anſu er, for who can reſiſt theſe Evi- 
nge, Peters, Name is changed, Ergo the Popes 
urg is changed ſrom fallible to infallible. Peter is off 
mentioned in the firſt place, cherefore ought to have 
the fixſt Seat, and is the chief Biſhop. Peter walks with 
Chriſt upon the Water, and therefore the Pope muſt 
raigne wich him upon Earth, and Diviſum imperium cum 
Joue Papa tenet. \ Peter, pa yes Tribute, and therefore the 
Pope ſhould haye a, power of levying Tribute to rein- 
burſe him. Chriſt ceacheth in Peters Sbip, and therefore 
to quit ſcores, the Pope ſhould. rule in Chriſts Church. 
Chriſt; bids Peter let down his Net, therefore the Pope 
muſt catch the Fiſh of Supremacy. Chriſt waſheth Fe- 
ters feet, therefore all men muſt kiſs the Popes Toe. Theſe 
and:diverſe other ſuch prerogatives Bellarmine bath: col- 
lected together, and vebemently argues from them fer 
the F opes Supremacy, (a). but for theſe I muſt deſire 
ſome time to giye in my Anſwer. 4 
I hope I have ſaid enough to prove the ſecond Ppropo- 
hion, vix. That the Scripture in it ſelf is not a ſufficient 7 
& ſolid foundation for a Papiſts Faith (according to their -» 
inciples) and that the Popes pretended infallibility 
hath no ſolid foundation there. But wben they are beaten # 
out of Scripture,they uſe to fly to the Fathers, and to reſt = 
their Faith in the Authority of the Fathers: and there- 
tore that muſt be conſidered in the next place. 


—v—y— 


(a) De Pomifice, lib. 1. C. 7. 4d cap. 25. 


CHAP. 
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e "CHAP. II NED 
Of the Aithirity. and infallibility of the Fathers, 


Prop.3. T He third Propoſition then is this: The Faith 
Seft.1. 1 ef the Papiſts hath no ſolid foundation in the 
Authority of the Fathers. This the rather deſerves conſt 
deration, becauſe they make their great boaſt of it, and 
urge it as a principal pillar of their Faith. It is aſſerted 
in their Canon Law, That the Fathers are to he owned aud 
E. eves to the leaſt jot. And although ſome of them 

e declared their diſlike of that aſſertion, yet they ge- 
verally agree in this, That the Authority of the Fathers, 
eſpecially where they conſent, is a ſolid Foundation for their 
faith to 74ſt upon. i Hence thoſe expreſſions of their great 
Doctors, Takeaway the Authority of Fathers, and ( aun- 
celi, and all things in the Church ave daubt ful & uncertain, 
Eccius.ſ a) From ibi writings of the Fathers, as from au O- 
racle, Univerſities have the certainty of their Aſſertions,and 
Conncels have their decreet, (h) Sixtue Senenſit. Melchior 
Canw, an Author of great gote among the Romanills, 
laies down this Concluſion , That the common fence of 
the Fathers in the expoſition of Scripture, is a moſt certain 
Argument to confirm Theological aſſertions: For (faith 


be) the ſenſe f all rhoſe Holy men is the ſenſe of God's Spi- 
* rite, Anda li 
4 Philoſopher the reaſon of a Philoſophical Concluſion, yet- 


tele after , Although you may require of 


(a) Tollatur Patrum & (onciliorum autherit as, & omnia in Eccleſia 
grant ambigua;dubia, pendentia,incerta. In Enthiridio de Conciliss, 
(db) Ex ſcripts ſauflorian Pairum velut ex oraculis Theologorum A. 
vademie aſſertionum ſuarum conſtantiam accipiunt, ſummique Pontifices 
decreta ſumunt, ia F la ſat. lib. 3. Biblioth, : 
in 


"_ wnt.lib.r.,Epiſ,Pauli part. 3. diſp. 6. in fine, (d) NA Patret manim 


veterum iatellgentia certiſtimum argumentun Theologe pre ſtat ad Theo- 


24. he Nella af the Rowiſh. Falth 


in the expoſition of Holy Scripture, you are bound to believe 
Jour Anceſtors, thongbthey give you noyeaſon for it and to 
defend whatſoever opinions os receive from them, of the 
Law of Faith ang of Rrligiun. And a lictle after, All theſe 
Holy men together cannot arre\'in a watt of Faith: (a) 
All the, Fathers together do never erre, nor can they agree 
In ont error, laich Bellormine. (bj The ſayings and T ino. 
nit F of the Ancient Fathers art not to be cx amined, when all 
or almoft all do agree in one opinion, ſaith Salmeron, (e That 
which the F athers whartimionſly deliver about Religion it in- 
tallibly true, faith Cr Valentia- (d) From all which 
we plainly ſee, that ace6tding to their opinion, the judg+ 

nent of the Fat hers is a {ure baſic and ground of Faith. 
That is it which 1am now to diſprove and to ſheiv,Thar 
the Writings of che Fathers neither are; nor tan be a ſafe 
and ſuffitrent Foundation for a Papiſts Faitb. ' 

dn Onely let me premiſe two things, 1. I would 
not be mitunderſtood; as if I did intend to derogate from 
the juſt Authority of the Fachers, or to defraud them of 


chat veneration which is due to perſons of ſuch Antiqui- 


0 4 
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- (a)* -Dexroſitione ſacrarum literarum communis omnium ſanctorum 


logic as aſſerttoaes corw0borandas. 'v uipre ſauHorim omnilim ſenſus 5pi- 
rita ſancli ſenſus ipſe fit, — ©utanquam d Phibſerhn "quidem rationem 
Phiteſorh'ce concluſions jure forſitan poſtularis,un ſarrarum autem lit8:a- 
rum antelUigentia ma joribut naſtris debet, nulla etiam ralione babita, cre- 
dere, & quas ſententias de lege, de fide, deque religione ab illis accepiſti 

efendgre. Loc, Theolog, 7, c. 3. Concluſ. 3. Saucii ſimul muas in 

lei dogmate errare non poſſunt. Ibid. Cone. 6. (b] Patres nunquam omaes 8, 
ſimul erraut, etiamſi aliquis eorum interdum crvet, nam ſimul omaes in u 
errore convenire 204 poſſunt. Bel. lib. 2. de Chriſto cap. 2. & l. 1. de Pur. 
gat. e. 10 (c) Non ſuns proba ad a (examinanda) v tcrum Patrum dit 
ſteſtimonia, quando omnes vel fere omucs in unam ſententiam con veui- 


conſenſu circa religionem (radios, in{allibiliter verum eſt, in Aoalyl 
fide: lib,$ £8, ; 
of 
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ty. ability, and integrity, but onely to deny that preten- 
ded inſallibility, v hich none did more diſlike than them 
ſelves, as we ſhall ſee hereafter.” Let them have all the 
honour which is due to the moſt worthy men, not acted 
by divine inſpiration, but let them not have that honour 
which belongs to God onely, and his inſpired. ones. We 
grant their Teſtimony is highly credible, eipecially where 
there is indeed that which is oſt precended, but jeldvme 
proved, viz, an univerſal conſent, but their Authority 
is not infallible. - 2. That I do not fall into this diipute, 
as declining the judgment of the Fathers ot the firſt 600 
years, or ſuſpect ing their parciality on the Yope's (ide. 
I know ſufficiently, and io may any man whom the God 
of this World bath not blinded) that doth but read 
what our Learned Divines have ſaid in this particular, 
or with his on Eyes look into the Fathers, that there is 
not one conſiderable point in controverſie terween us 
and the Romaniſts, but it judgment were to be gi ven 
by any impartial perſon from the Fathers (excepting 
thole who are evidently demonſtrated to be ipurious 
Authors) their mouths would preſently be {topped and 
their cauſe and confidence laid in the Duſt; onely be- 
cauſe that work is ſo thoroughly done by others, and 
would ſwell this into voluminous bignefſe, 1 ſhall fore 
bear that, and proceed co handle what I propoſed,and 1 
ſhall prove the propoſition by four Argunicnts. 

1. All thoſe Aſſertions and arguments which the Pa- 
piſts urge againſt the Authority ot ſacred Scripture, lor 
the deciſion of controverſies do no leſſe overihrow all 
the Authority of the Writings of the Fathers, When 
they attempt to diiprove the Authority ot the <cripeures 
conſidered in themſelves, theſe are che Arguments uni- 
verſally owned and urged: God would not have bus 
Church deper d upon Paper - ho k, ſaith Coſterus. Scr ipture 
(lay they) cannot deciae controverſies, bicauſe it cannot 
95s ſum men 
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ſuntmon and hear bath parties, it caywot compel tranſpreſs 
fers to obedience, it doth not particularly condemne Heres 
ticks: It doth not ſay, erras Jacobe Gretſere, Gretſer, you 
art in an error: It (peaks donbtfully, and men diſpute 
about the ſence of Scripture, and ſo controverſies will be end- 
eſſe. Rence I thus argue; Either thoſe Arguments are 
ſtrong and cogent againſt the Scriptures Authority, or 

are not: if they be not, then the Scripture muſt be 
owned as judge of Controverſies, notwithſtanding all 
thoſe Arguments. If they be valid againſt the Authority 
of Scriptures, why are they not as ſtrong againſt the Au- 
thority of che Fathers? Or what difference is there in 
this particular, between the writings of the Scripture and 
of the Fathers? Are the writings of St. Paul deaf, that 
they cannot hear parties, and dumb that they cannot de- 
liver ſentence, and can the writings of S. Auſtin hear and 
ſpeak? Doth not the Scripture ſay, Gretſer you are in an 
errour? And do the Writings of Jerome or Ambroſe 
ſay, Luther you are in an errour? Cannot St. Paal con- 
demne Hereticks, and compell tranſgreſſors to obedience, 
and can St. Cyprian do it? M hat offence hath St Paal 
done, that Peter's Succeſſors ſhould thus degrade him? 
ſure, Manet alta mente repoſtum, they bare him a grudge 
for reproving St. Peter, Gal 2. and now they are even 
with bim. in ſhort, foraſmuch as the Arguments and 
premiſes are wholly the ſame concerning the Scriptures 


and the Fathers, either the Authority of both of them , 


muſt be received as Judges of Controverſies, or elſe both 
muſt be rejected; for is pari cauſa idem jus, (ay the 
Lawyers, in the ſame caſe there is the ſame right. 

Again, another of their arguments, why the Scripture 
cannot of it ſelf be a ground of Faith is this, becauſe 
without theChurch we cannot know which books of Scripture 
are genuine, and which are ſpuriow. This is the great 
Argument of Stapleten, and all other Romiſh Doctors, 

— — to — — — 4 — In 


„ The Nallii of the Romiſh Faith, 37 


In Ike manner I argue the writings of the Fathers cannot 
in themſelves be a ſolid ground of my Faith becauſe 
without che Churches judgment I cannot tell which of 
their Writings are genuine, and which are ſpurious. 
For that there are great multitudes of ſpurious Writings 
masked under the names of the Fathers, is acknowledged 
by Sixt Senenſit, Bellarmine, and others, and the Fas 
hers themſelves oft complained of that practice in their 
dayes. So again, Scripture i obſcure and ambiguous, and 
full of ſeeming contradittions,and there are many diſputes a- 
bout the true ſence, and therefore it cannot be the rule of my 
aith, ſay Bellarmine, Becanus, Coſterut, and the reſt. The 
ame may be more juſtly ſaid againſt the Authority of 
he Fathers. Their obſcurity aud ambiguity appeares 
rom the very ſame arguments which they bring to make 
good their charge againſt the Scriptures, even from the 
nultitude of Comments which Learned men bave made 
upon the dark paſſages of the Fathers, in which no leſſe 
han in St Pas/sEpiltles are , things hard to be une 
der ſtood, which men of corrupt minds do wreſt to their 
dwn deſtruction, & from the great diſputes which are at 
his day ſervent in the world, concerning the judgments 
of the Fathers, and their meaning in ſeveral paſſages 
bout which there are as fierce conteſls as about any pa- 
ages of the Scripture: it having been truely obſerved by 
ndifferent perſons, that both Papiſts and Proteſtants 
jave fortified their ſeveral and tontrariant aſſertions 
ich plauſible Arguments from the Fathers. Nor are 
bere onely ſeeming contradictions in the Fathers (as 
here are in Scripture) but moſt real and direct ones, 
nd if it be not enough that one of them contradicts 
nother, many pregnant inſtances are given of the 
ame Father in one place, contradicting himſelfin ano- 
her. Bur for this & other things concerning the Fathers 
uchority, I mult refer che Reagdersto thoſe learned — 
* thors 
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thors that bave exemplified this in ſeveral inſtances, » 

(4) ce more, The Scripture (they lay) « corrwpred g 

and falſified in ſeveral places, and ſo unfit to be a rule. Aud t 
0 
tk 
tk 
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have the Fathers Works ſeen no corruption? Yes, we 
have it under the hands of Poſſevinzs, Sixtus Sinen(or, 
Bellarmine,and others, who; conſeſſe their hard hap in this 
particular, and how wofully they are corrupted in mult fp 
tudes of places, and needs muſt the Fathers fare worleW,, 
than the Scriptures herein, becauſe they were never pre- ch 
ſerved with that care and conſcience which was exerciſedW; 
about the Holy Scriptures, therefore either chey mult an 
quit their Arguments againſt the Scriptures Authority, 
or elſe renounce the Authority of the Fathers, which is h 
obnoxious to the ſame inconveniences. 
S. 2. That the Fathers, whoſe wricings are extant, (fc 
of them this propoſition treats) are not infallible, may b fa 
undeniably evinced from the Hypotheſis of our Adver 
ſaries, and the ſuppoſed ſubject of that Infallibility which * 
is pretended. Infallibility is che proper and peculiar 
priviledge of the Church, lay all the Papiſts: The one! 
queſtion is. hat this Church is? Some make it the Pope 7 
others a Councel, others the whole body of the FaichtulM, 
but they generally agree, that it muſt be ſome one or ah 
of thoſe: But the Fathers I am here diſcourſing of ar, 
not one, nor all of theſe, and therefore they cannot pr 
tend to the ſuppoſed infallibility; nor can the Papiſts þ 
their own principles aſcribe it to them. To which may! 
be added, That if the Pope bimſelt, notwithſtanding lu rte 
pretended giſt of infallibility,may erre as a private Dod 1 
or, either in ſpeaking, or writing, (which all the Papi 
grant) how can either any, or moſt of them, who have r dert 
other capacity but that of a private Doctor, be exempt 
from a poſſibility of erringꝰ & conſequently the Fatbet 
are not infallible, nor a ſolid foundation of a Papiſts fach ng 
(a) #bitaker, Gerrard, Dall. 51 Te 
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F $.5. Again, if they will needs obtrude upon us this up- 
Nerv lnfallbiliey * icular Fathers, I demand, whether 
this infallibility belongs to all the Fathers that lived in 
one Age, or onely to the Writers of that age or onely to 
thoſe of the Writers, whoſe works have bad better 
than others to come to our: hand, and whether to all 
them together. or onely to a part of them? For one of 
theſe they tnult anayoidably aſlert. If they ſay the firſts 
that this Infallibility was in all the Fathers that-lived 
in one Age, or the mujer part of them (as in reaſon they 
muſt, for what Scripture or Reaſon bad one to pretend 
Infallibility mote than another, excepting alwayes 
he Biſhop of Rome, bf whoſe” Tofallibility , it muſt be 
onteſſed, rere was never any queſtion, namely, becauſe 
n thoſe duies none had the impudence to aſſert: it 


a Sf rat be granted. et thoſe ſew, whoſe writings are - 


ant, (of whom alone our controvetfies) might all be 
amble, chbugh/ the major part of the Fathers beac- 
nowledged infallible: If it be ſaid; choſe Fathers do ij 
dnely fpeak'their. own ſenee, but the ſence of the 
df their Age, and in that reſpe&, they are infallible 
which is the common plea, and moſt plauſible argument 
hey uſe in this point, Tie Fathers ard infallible, not in 
beir Expoſitions hut iu their Traditions; and the | * 
bey deliver as received from their Anceft6vrv Thus dr. K 
elm Digby, 'White, Hlden, and the papiſis of the ne 
lodet."This'1 ſhall have occaſion to bandfe mort largely 


frerward:at preſent it may ſuffice to anſwer two things? 


* 
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pon che moſt of th 


That it is moſt certain, they are ſo far/{ivih'deliveritig 
de ſence oſ che Church of that Age i the controverſies 
detrwetirus and che 9 es, rher they:feldome touch 
u, and hem they doit it is obiter, 

tid by accident, not ir profeſs; and Blemiily, rhey bes 
— taken up with other matters, as diſputing agaiuſt 

eder aach Gentiles, and the Hereticks of that Age 
' 2 How - 
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2. However that being purely matter of Fact to under. 
ſtand, and report the Hiltory of the Churches doctrir 
in their Age, ifchey were iofallible.io matters of Faitl 
yet in point of Fact they were not infallible. , For the 
Pope himſelſ is allowed to be fallible in ſuch matte 
ind as it is confeſſed, the Pope may erre, through tear e 
bope, or humane paſſions, (as Cibarius, AMarceſlinas an 
— ) or at leaſi io a ſeaſon; ſo doubtle ſ mig 
Fatbers; either through weakneſſe mi ſunderſtand, o 
through ſav our, or prejudice miſt epott the ſenſe of other 
(of viach it were eaſie to give mad inſtances. ) If rhe ſe 
cond thing he aſſerted, that gbis infallibility belongs 1 
to the Writers of each Age. we would delire them to ſa 
cheir inventions an work, to deviſe greaſon why de 
Writers were infalble, agd not the Preachers, ſceiq 
the &poſiies who had, and all ochers chat pretend 50 a 
fallibility 4 as the Pope and Counce), challenge it equa 
Iy in their Sermons , and Writings, in their verbal, and 
written Decrees,and much leſſe can they with any colon 
aſſert. chat this infalſibilicy belongs onely to thoſe write 
which are come to our hands, as if it were not ſufficjer 
ſor abe ne their writings, but they muſt al 
ſo loſe their iniallibility. And yet ſuch is the impudence« 
tcheſe men, and the deſperateneſſe of their cauſe, thi 
are found to attribute this infallibility, not onely u 
all conjunctly, but to the moſt of that ſmall remnant « 
ſurviving Writers, as you ſaw {rom their expreſſions 
which becauſe they are ſo monſtrouſly bold as to aſſen 
1.ſhall take tha bolgnefle toask, by what right ſhalf ; 
Fathers, viz Dianyfaww,C lement, [gnatine, 'Polycar pu, 21 
Hermes, lappoſing that all the works extant ugder the 
names were genuine ſox theſe are all left us of thoſe great 
vumbors of cheFathers of the firſt age) ſay,by whatright 
ſhall theſe five inveſt themſelves with the name ox prive 
ledge of che whole, Carholick Church of chat Age: (le 
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is to her alone the ſuppoſed promiſe of iofallibili 
— ia what Scripture, or Father, or Lexicbn; 
athers make up the whole Church?” True it is; hee 
b a ebene priviledge in this point, and i is by 
Jeſuites inyelted wich the name of the Chutth 
Church virtual, And it mult oe ackno 5 
5 colour for the Title: on oy 


ri 


ö . A 
den their errors Se acknowledge 15 ae 
and oſten urged by by. chem. t Pr, elves from 
the torce of aich convincing Gerbe rm 85 a= 
thers agaialt zbbic Opinio. | . 
particuiar. inſlance: it is granted char 
erre, and ſo may Icatiati then the inſalli f 
ved in Clemens, and Polycarput, and Hermer: but 


LV ; they 
03 alſo, or any two af them may errein other ings, u 


= 


en then the ialallibilt y i is preſerved in Nianiſ at, 


and. gu 
tau, and Hermel. ITtus(it ſeemz) infallibilicy. i bande? 
no between che Fachers like a Tennis: hall, from one tu auo- 
deu aber, and they: have it by tutnes. Such monſte 
u tbe Concluſion, if infallibilicy be in the premiſes. That 


ght is enough for che ſecand Argumeng. 


| F. 5- be third Argument is this: the Fathers pro- 
Eee they are not infallible; either they ſay true or falſe; 
D 2 i 
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gre bot infallible, if falſe, hich they 
41 De ra are not inlallible. 


7 965 their own Argument, an 
5 the conſent of rhe Fathers, 


| 
| 
< 
50 1555 all paſlages to tl purpoſe: f 
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Toine few whictrare evident and un. 
Fe Clemens Alexandrinu hath 
principle of aur  Dotrine 6, # the Lord, 
90 Prophets, by thrGofpel , and by p 
6.addes, If any man think this principle 6 
; pl heath not Indeed beep that prine® / 
EAR y, the Scripture-ptinciple needs Y 
175 5 rt it, vic. the Churches autho- Y £ 

ru, Bes 5 dae for faken tbe gms -of Y { 
the Sc: favet us further labour of proving & © 
teaddes, that the ſtandard,by which 

Nn 1 4. not the fe ü of ina» (theres | 
9 1 8 Fathers, Chintels, Popes; who 


Iihokate woah chat ſeveral of the Popes I} f' 
are rep = eheir own Auchory as Beaſts) 5E P. 
word of the Lygrd. And feſt youſtroutd under ſtand ie of J. 
Tt 


calls it juſt before, che Scriprure and word tl 
+ do hot (faith he) belizve the aſſertions f 
175 # net wn faq but owe, and that Na hd 7 
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Feripcur en What can be more exprefſe? S0 Baſil (a) 
tels ue, The Hearers that are inſtructed in the Scriptures 
myſt amine the Doctrine of their Teachers, they muſt re 
ceipe thoſe things whichare agreeable to Scripte, and re- 
jelt thoſe ſhingi which are contrary to it. Where we plain» 
ly ſee d. Baſils direct contratiety to the principles and 
practiſe of the Romiſh Church. Wi (oO 
1, S-Baſilallowes bis bearers to. examine theix cea- 
chers Doctrine, ſo do not the Papilts. The people are ſo 
bound to be ſubjeſt to ty ir Paſtaurs, that if their Paſ our. 


fold erre, the people were bound to errt with them, ſaich 


Taunerub. A Chriſtian ij bound to receive the Churches 
Doctrine without examination, laith Bellarmine.* Par 
ſtours are ſimply to be beard in all thinga, nor are we to 
conſider what is faid, but who ſaid it, i. e. if be were 
lawful paſtour, as Stapleton (d) bellowes it out (for ĩt is 
a ſpeech fitter for a Beaſt chan for a Man.) And yet 
theſe ate the men who will not depart a Nailes breadth 
from the Fathers: This is the Church, the princiy 
pal note whereof is conſent with the Fathers, of which 
you may judge by this, and what we ſhall adde from o- 
thers. 
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In Collatione Ratisboncnſf. F. 9. : ol 
' (c) Debet Chriſlianus ſine examine recipere Dactrinam Eccleſia, Bel- 
lar. de verbi Dii interpretatione, lib. 3. c. 10. 4 
, (d) In cauſa fidei nos eſt confiderandum quid digatur, ſed quis dicat 
Relect. con. 1. qu 4. art, 2. p. 9 1. Eccleſiam audit Popnlum fidelem 
Chriſtus jubet, Doflrinam Ecchſie populum expendere non jub.t. Stapleton 
Triplicigs,adverſus Wi tak. pro Eccleſ. Author. pag.89. c. 9. Fi althi. 
Voci Fccleßæ in dofiring dci ſimpliciter & ubfelutd atquiiſcendum eſt- 
ia Robert, con. g̃. qu. art. 3. 
D 3 2 Baſi [ 


A The NuBHty of the Remiſh Faith, 
\.2 "Baſil makes the Scripture alone the rule by which al 
other things are to be examined, not Fathers, nor Coun- 
tele nor Tradition: but the Papiſts are of another mind. P 
Clara a tels us of ® Popiſo Treatiſe, written by a friini © 
— — — by the Pariſian Doctors of the J i ® 
( hyoale 4t is ao particular fancy, but a received 1 
* where (laith he tha? Author expreſly aſſerts, tha Y © 
that Church therefore tcerves the Seriptares, becauſe, and ſo 7 
far as,they art conformable to Tradition, not contrarily, i. e. 
ſhe doth not receive Tradition, becauſe, and ſo far as it 
ces with Scripture: And thus far doubtliſſe be was in *! 
—— ſaith S. Clara, and conſequently Baſil was in Y © 
wrong. f 3 | 
15 That ſay of Cyprians is never to be forgotten, (6) G 
7 hat Chrift alone is to be heard, the Father witneſſeth from c 
Heaven, We are not therefore to regard what others before 
au thought, but what be that was before all,Chriſt firſt d © 
For we art not to follow: the C aſtome of Men, but theTrath of Y © 
God. If the Papiſts would fay as much, this controverſie 
would be at an end. And it is obſervable, that Pamel ius, 
who is very brisk and free of bis Notes and Animadver- 
ſions wherever Cyprian caſts in a word that may ſeem to 
give countenance to their opinions, paſſeth over. this 
place with profound ſilence, as well ſeeing it was ſo hot 
it would have burned bis fingers. 
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(3) Prediit quidam Diglogus — ſolenniter Parifiis approbatus= ,; 
In quo expreſſe aſſcrit Eccleſiam ideo lecipere Scripturas, quit & n , 
quantum ſunt conformes ſidei, quam ab Af oſtol t per tragitiones accepit; 7 
non & converſo, Et haclenus fine dubio recti ſimè. "Syſtemat, fidei c. 11. , 

7 


in initio, 7 
(b) Ouod fol (brifius debet audiri, Pater de telo teflutur — 
Nau ergo af altendere quid alius ente nos faciendum putaverit, 


ſed qui ante omnes eſt hriſtus prior ſccerit, neque enim hominis conſue> 
tadinem ſequi oportet, fed Dei xeritatem, Epiſlola 63ad Cacilium, 
gu = do 


— 


S. Cbryſatome (a) is as fully Proteſtant in this parti- 
cular (as if he had been of councel in our cauſe;) in two 
nd. pviocs he is poſitive for us: -1; He preſſeth the — 
to examine things delivered to them (therefore be was 
agaiaſt the Popiſh implicic Faith,) Let us not carry about 
the opinion of the multitude, but let as examine things, and 
not contented to deliver the aſſertiomꝭ be adds a reaſon. 
4% 7 is not abſurd,that when you are to rective money,you do not 
truſt other men, but examine it jour ſelves, and when you 
art to judy of thin; s, then to be drawn away by other mens 
opinions? And tkis(laith he) is the worſe fault inyou, be» 
canſe you have the Scriptures. That brings in the ſecond 
Hereſie of Chryſeſtomes: The Rule by which he commands 
5 them to try all things is the Scripture, and (the miſchieſe 

too is) he cals it a perfect Rule, Tow have (ſaith be) an 
exatt ſtandard and Rule of all things: and he concludes 
% tus, 7 beſcech you do not regard what this or that man 
of thinks but enquire all things of the Scriptuves, I know no 
way to avoid this evident teſtimony but one: if I might 
+; adviſe them, the next Jeſuite that writes, ſhall ſwear 
'F theſe words were foiſted into Chry/oſtomes workes by the 
Proteſtants, and that they are not to be found in an old 
Manuſcript Copy of Chryſoſtome in the Vatican. 
ot What Proteſtant can deliver dur Doctrine more 
“fully than Origes: It is neceſſary (ſaith he) that we ſhould 
dAlledge the teſtimony of Scriptures, without which our Ex- 
- * Poſitions do not command Faith: (bd) or than Cyril, Do 
= (a) 13. Homilia in 2. ex, ad Corinth, verſis ſinem. d N n 
hy Aa F miei, ama mx aetyuars "oe - vesslu⸗ 
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(b) Neceſſe eſt nobis Scriptur as ſandt as in teflimonium wocave, ſenſus 
— aoftri, & enarrationcs noſtra ne bis teſlibus nen babent ſidem. 
omil 
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not 
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not believe me ſaying theſe things, unleſſe I prove them ont 

of the Scriptwres c. Or than Ambreſe, thus ſpeaking to 
the Emperour Gratian, I would not you ſbould believe aur | 
Argument or diſputation, let us ache the Scriptares, ag 
the Prophets, the Apoſtles, d. S. Aiftin had none of 
the Fathers in greater veneration then Cyprian, and 
Ambroſe, yet hear how he ſpeaks of them: of Cypries 
thus. (e) 1 am not obliged by his Authority, I do nes lock 
en his Epiſtles as Canonical, hut I examine them by the Scri- 
pture, and what is repugnant thereunto, with bis good leave 
Treje&.it, Would the Papiſls give us but this liberty, 
— Mould deſire no more; and of Ambroſe be ſaith the 

Peradventure it will be ſaid in this point, as it is in the 
general, That although it is confeſled by the Fathers, 
that particular Doctors are liable to error, yet in ſuch 
things wherein the Fathers do unanimouſly agree, they 
have an infallible Authority, and are a ſufficient Foun» 
dation of fait. 

Tothis I anſwer, 1. If this were granted, it doth not 
in the leaſt ſecure the Romiſts concernments, becauſe 
there is dot one of all thoſe points controverted between 
them and us, wherein ſuch unanimous conſent can be 

produced, bur in every one of them there are pregnant 
allegations out of ſome of the Fathers repugnant to their 
Opinions and aſſertions. This their learned men cannot 
but know. and if they have any ingenuity in them, they 
cannot deny. 
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(d) Nolo Arguments noſtro cred as , Santle Imperator,aut noſtræ di- 
ſtation? Scriptur as imerrogemus , interrogemus A poſtolos, interrogemus 
Procbet as, inter»ogemus Chriſtum · lib. i. de fide ad Gratianum, | 
(e) Ems Anthoritate aon tor, jus liter as non ut Canon ic as babeo, 
c ex Canvnicts confidero;qued 5c ri nturæ non congruit, cum pace e jus, ro 
ſþ-0, in lib, , contra Creſconium cap.23, + | | 
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2, I anſwer with Whitaker againſt Durent, urging this 
very plea. What a folly thing i it to deny, that that which 
hapned to each of them, cannot poſſibly happen to all of them. 
And with Gerhard, the Teſtimonies ef the Fathers cola 
leftively taken, cannot be of another kind and nature, thay 
they are diſtributively>, Nor can.any man deny the 
truth of the Proproſition, if he apprehends the meaning 


of it; for how can the ſame perſons, being onely conſt» 


dered under a double notion, be both fallible and infalli» 
ble at the ſame time: And if Auſtin, Ambroſe, Cyprian, 
(ſuppoſing theſe were all the Fathers) be each of them 
fallible, how can a meer collective conſideration of them 
render them infallible? X | 

3. 1 Anſwer with Learned Dr. Holaſert h, That the 
Fathers deny this Infallibility, not onely to one or two 
of them diſperſedly, but to all the Antients collectively 
conſidered, and this 1 ſhall prove onely by one Are 
gument. They that make lnfallibility the peculiar pro- 
perty of the Canonical Writers, deny the infallibility of 
the Fathers, either colleCively, or diſtributively confie 
dered: But the Fathers make Inſallibility the peculiar 
property of the Canonical Writers, and abjudicate it 


trom all other Writers. S. 7erome is expreſſe, Except rhe 


Apoſtles, whatſoever elſe ij afterward ſaid, let it be cut off, 


ä 


— - — — 
— — 


fa) n boc ineptum eſt quod ſingulis contigit, id negare paſſe in 


; omues cadere. Contra Dureum ſib. . De firmamentis Patrum. 5. 414. 
* (b) Patrum ſingulorum teflimonia collełli ve ſumpta non poſſunt eßc 


alterius gencrit quam fingula ſunt diſtributivt; Confelſ. Carhoi. lib;r. 

ar. 2. c. 13. 8 
0 (c) Non ſolùm de uno aut altern PParſim, ſed de omnibus veterrbus 
gregatim in ſcriptis ſuis Patres ubique pronuntiaat & eorum dogmats eſſe 
ad Script as expendenda ut probentur, e corum teſtimonia ex Scripturis - 
eftimanda,ut ex iſtarum con ſen ſu aut diſſenſu magis miniſve valeam ad 
fdei cauroverſ as dirimendas. Lell. 45, 


. FE for 
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a® The ulli of the Romiſh Faith: © 
— bath uo Amthority (a). And again, 7 make 4 diffe- 
rentt between the Apoſtles and other Writers, thoſe alwaie! 
ſaid Truth, but theſe in ſome things did erre. (b) 
& Auſtin makes this difference between the holy Scrip · 
tures and all other Writings, That thoſe are to be read 
with 4 nereſſog of believing, but theſe with a liberty of jwag- 
ang (c). Whar living man can expreſſe che Proteſtant 
ine in more evident tetmes than the ſame Father 
elſewhere doth That which © gonfirmed by the Amutho+ 
rity of the Holy Scriptures, is without doubt to be believed, 
bar for other witneſſes and teſtimonies (wherber more or 
tewer agreed, or divided, all is one to St. Auſtin) you ma⸗ 
receive them or rejett them as you ſhall judge, they have more 
or leſſe weight (d), And again, when be was preſſed by 
erome with the Authority of fix or ſeven of the Greek 
thers, be thus Anſwers: (e) I have learned to give 
this bowonr and reverente 10 the books of Scripture, to be- 
lieve there is no error in them: But as for others, how 
Learned or Godly ſoever they be, I ſo read them that I do 
nor believe any thing te be true, becauſe they thought ſo, 


— — 


* (3) Exceptis Apoflolis, quodcung; aliud poſtea dicitur, abſc indatur, 
non habet poſtea authoritatem. in Pſal. 86. (b) Scito me aliter babere A+ 
poſſolos, aliter reliquos tractatores, illos ſemper vera dicere, iſtos is qui - 
buſdam, ut homines errare. Epiſt. 6 2. ad Theoph, Alex. 
(e) Idgenus literarum A nobis noa cum crgdendi neceſſitate, [ed cam 
Jedicandi libertate legend um eſt. Contra Fauſtum l. 11.c. 5. 

(d) Quad divinarum Scripturarum peripicua firmatur A uthoritate, | > 
ſnc ulla dubitatione credendum eft: aliis verd teſtibus vel teſtimoniis tibi 
credere vel non credereliceat, quantum ea, momenti ad fac iend am den 
vel habere vel non habere perpenderis, Epiſt. 11 2. ad Paulinum. 

fe) Solis Scripturarum libris —— didici hunc timorem houoremque 

deferre, ut nullum corum ſcribendo erriſſe firmiſſumt credam. — Ali 
auiem ita lego, ut quantalibet ſanclitate, doftrinaque prepolleant, non is 
verum putent, quia ipft ita ſenſcrunt, ſed quia per Canomicas perſuadert 
$0:ueruss, Tom. 2. Epiſt. 19. 2 
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The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith. 49 
Vt becan(e they proved it ſo tobe "by the Scriptarer, T0 
1 — 1 is —— — — 
that ic forced this ingenious conſeſſion from earned 
and acute Papiſt, Orcam by na me, who ſpeaking of a paſ- 
ad BY ſage ofS. Auſlins about it, hath theſe words. Js 5 «9 be 
'- BY noted, that Auſtin: in that authority ſpeaking of other wri- 
ters befide the Pen: men of the Scripture, mages no difference 
er i among theſe Non-Canonical Writers: and therefore whether 
95 they be Popes,ov others, wet her they writ in Cauntil, er out 
4. of Council, the ſame judgment is ro br paſſed upon them. ( a) 
r Lou ſee 8 Auſtias mind is plain, and doth (our Adver- 
/ WF facies themſelves being judges) directly overturne that 
re great fundamental point of che Infallibilicy of Counceis 
and popes( which, il you will believe them, is not only true 
x dut neceſſary to Salvation) and yet theſe are the men 
that walkin che good old paths; Theſe are they, that 
maintain no Doctrine, but what hath been conveyed to 
them by che Fathers. I know no Salvo but that which 
do they uſe in the great Article of Tranſubſtantiation, v. 
ſo, ¶ to tell us, we muſt not believe our ſelves when we read 
ſuch paſſages in · the Fathers, and chat wich the 
eyes of our Mind, our Reaſons, and Conſci we muſt 
1g ive up the eyes of our body to the Popes diſpoſal. And 
this doctrine of Auſtini if you will believe the Romaniſts) 
whea delivered by the Proteſtants, is a new and u 
um docrine, never heard of in the world till Zarher's dayes; 
aud by this you may judge of the juſtice of that charge, 
10 7 when the like is ſaid of our other doctrines. I might fill up a 
# Treatiſe wich pertinẽt citations out of che Fathers co this 


— — — 2 
*. — 


(0 Nh quid, Auguſtinur in authoritate illa loguchs de Teri 
foribus aliis I {cripurion' Biblio, inter — ſcriptores & illas_ non 4 
wt: S ideo, fot ſuetint ſummi Pontifices, (ve alii, ſᷣue fcripſeriat 
aliquid in Concitio, five extra, confimile de cis juditium : | 
$01.3. pia . cra... 3.0% © 


purpoſe 


— | 
> 
Fo be Nulliry of the Rowiſh Faith, 
purpoſe, but this is enough for any but thoſe, who ard 
reſolyed to ſacriſice their conſciences to the Popes ambi- 
tion, and for them it is coo much. | 
F. 7: The fourth and laſt Argument is this: The 
Papiſts themſelves, whatever ſometimes they pretend, 
yet indeed do not make the Fathers the ground and toun« 
dation of their Faich; but acknowledg them fallible. 1 This 
appears from what bath already been diſcourſed concer -; 
niog their avowed Doctrine, That . Tofallibilicy is the If | 
proper and peculiar priviledge of the Church, and conſe» WF ; 
qaently belongs not · to the Fathers in their ſingle capar W , 
cities. 2. It appears from the acknowledged novelcy of x; 
ſeveral Romiſh Doctrines. w bich their molt learned men IF , 
confeſſe cannot be proved from the Fathers. Such are , 
1. The Doctrine of forbidding the reading of the 7 
Scripture to Lay-men (as they are called:) We conſeſſe MW 
in their days, (viz. of feromwe and Anguſtine) Lay-men i 
were conuerſant in the reading of the Scripture, ſaith Ace- 2 
wW 

er 

d 

a\ 

pi 


71473, And whereas many Popiſn Authors expound 
thoſe words 0h. 5. 3 9. ipdv@n cαεπ¼s indicatively, as ii 

y did onely acquaint us with the practice of the Jewes 
and not contain a command of Chriſt to his hearers to 
read the Scriptures. Talet and Mal donate b both wits 
neſſe, that Chryſeſtome, — and Auguſtine, and 
all weighty Authors,except Cyril, do underſtand it impera» 
tively for a command of Chriſt. 43 ) 


2. They acknowledg the novelty of Tranſubſtantiati- 
on. The words of Scars are theſe: . Before the Lateras |} 
Cowncel, the dectrine of Tranſubſtantiation was no point of 8 

— 
Mi 1 0 1 18 £* 
ul n —— 1 A 1d . 5 2 


(b) 1n locum, (e) Prout recitatur à Bekar. de Euchar. l. 3. c. 230 
unum addit Scotus, quod minimꝭ probandum eft, Ante Lateranenſe Cons 


citiuw nas fie agu f di Trn[ubſaxjiationem, jab 
N 4¹0 


The Nullity of the Rowiſh' Faith. Fd 
Faith: and tbe firſt Lateran Councel was above 1100 
ears after Chriſt's Birth. And Alphonſus de Caſtro 
M livers this memorable Aſſettion: Many thimys "are 
ne 20 to latter Anthors, which the Avtient writers were 
4. » holly ignorant of, for theſe ſeldome make any mention of 
— Trail antiation. 
13. The Doctrine of Indulgencies and Purgatory 11 
joyn them both together, as being neer of kin) of which 
he Pinoy Fiſßber bath this remarkable paſſage. (5) No Or- 
© Bf rbodox Chriſtian now doubt; whether there be 4 Purgatory 
of 2 b the Autitner ſel dome or wives mentioned it. 4 
of tel Faſter Conf. #g 25 Purydtory was fot a good whilh 
en wphlown:-- an ugh ſecing then Purgatory was knows 
aud received int t fo lately, who cum wonder that 
be Indilgerties wert Wot wſed in the primitive Church?” 80 
ſe ih Gabrict Biel:c Bt — 5 tines of S. Gregiry (and that was 
soo years after ) there wa my vo fe of Indul- 
0" i gencies:but row 1 ae ufed frequently berufe the Church 
ad without doubt hath rhe. fpirit C Hit, ant then fore cannot 
cee. That five dabio did his work, "for T was about to 
£8) diſpute againſt his affettion,” bur that phraſe quite took 
away my courage. You ſee it is à coutteſie that the Pas 
piſts will condeſcendto A cbeit doctrine from . 


— 


—— 
= —_— _— * —_— 799 


2 u s U {cri 
192 11 age wy 12255 nota, 22 2 mk 25220 Nen 


2 are —— —.— ia — c — 
emo 1am dnbutaporthodoxus n Pairgotor un 18 
apud Priſces nulla vel laxiſũ ma ſiebat mentis e 
tes iC aliquandin Fantus im incogy wan foi cum tag, 
22 tan ſerg cognitum at receptum fuerit be, dit jan * 
Sy mirari 215 ned in princigio nulla ſary carum os... 
w_ in confytatione L. oh, x 96. 
23. (e) Aue tempora beati Gegatii modizus * bel ulla ſuit uſus 
. Nam autem crebreſcit earum 10 quia Eccleſia 70 4 
babet ſpiritun chriſſi, ideoq; non errat. in left, 37. ſiper Canonem —_— 


The Nullit of the Rowiſh Faith? 
207 — Fathers, whereas if they would ſtand uponthei 
£ 72 argue thus: The concluſion wit 
ee true. the Church cannot erre; therefqre's 
Fer So Dw andns.; (4) Concerning In- 
. Ret: can he ſaid with any certainty , becauſt 
ipture ſpeaks not expreſly of them; aud the boly Fa. 
Aug: Ambroſe, Hilary, Jerome, 40 wot ar all mention 
And Cqjetenexpreſly; (b)No ſacred 2 no 
wir of ancient Fathers , either Greek, or Latin, hath 
bt the riſe of Indy/gencies to aur knowledge. And yet 
{ 15 pleaſe to believe it) this and all the doctrines of 
end ales bo other day fp 8 or 
to them A ancient Fa* 
sin an — — 1 believe I could 
apr in twenty ſeveral Articles of the RomiſhChurch 
NO ER xi from 1 0 
Chis may e ſox. a nolt 
E bh the Papiſts bad for the ben 


4 


e Fathers were i 
5 | by T, that they | did not 
3 kgs did not inſtruct 
great myſtery of Tranſubſtanti; 
ag more nec to be ang de | 
t to believe.) The Fathers wer 
fohard-hearted and eruel, that they would ſuffer Soul 
dry in Purgat 28 Ny 98 of xears to Ee 7 
a ct ene the e 
Fathers were ſo i that they allowed 
te — IS and have tdem in uy 


r _ _NFTg, : 
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a expreße le --Saxth etiam, ut Ambr. 5 
Joint lg uuntur de — 1A. de n 20. ve 

*. e um Aoclorum Graroreny ug 
wel Lathuorum autborit.as eee ad noſtram deduxit 1 1 


* Opuſt,15, 6.1, x 
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ei vulgar tongue. But now it i u fit to be granted, faith 
at Sixtar Senenſn; be Church of Rome hath got a mo- 
£4 nopoly of all knowlelg, fidelity, render-hearredneſſe, 
In. (which you will wonder at) diſcretion, and all good qua- 
ſe W lities, and Infallibity into the ba KS; 
Fa BY » This is the excellency of the Romiſh Faith, that it is 
508 calculated for any Meridian. Are any of their doctrines 
1 fſeemingly favoured by the Fathers? why then you ſhall 
wth W have large Harangues — — Authority of the 
Fathers, and their adherence to Are there any of 
their points, wherein the father ure either ſilent or op» 
ponent? why they are furniſhed with another ſtrain 
that the Fatlurs were but private Dotevsy: and ad their 
failings. The chief of the Fathers had 1beir falls ſath Bellay, 
mine. b In the books of the Ancients, which the Church 
rind as aurhentich'; ſometimes art ſaund wicked aud bireti» 
Ml paſſages, ſaich Sixrus Sentiiſis, * And ſo long as the 
Church of Rowefteſerves to her elf ulwayes a liberty of 
determining what paſſages are · wicked and berencat; 
Itrow ſhe is out of Gun ſhot: I dee not value Origenꝰs 
juug ment, ſalth Pirtrinr (c) And that you may ſee tho Pa- 
piſts do inſawirm cum ratione; I pray you take notice, 
that what they want in conſciente and honeſt dealing. 
they make up in wit; and therrſoto have deviſed ſeveral 
ingenious ſhifts, - whereby they can elude the moſt pre- 
ui gnant teſtimonies of the Fathers ſevied againſt them. 
aul Sometimes they anſwer, that che Fachers-ſpeak- 25-2527 
e in oppoſicion to the preſent Adverſary they were diſpu- 
ting with, not wands, 25 laying down their ommn poſi- 
tive opinion: thus Perron d and Sixtur Sevenſer{e) Somes 


(a) Lib.8.Biblioth.ounot. 152. (H Precious Patrum ſank, / de 
verbo Dei lib. 3 r. 10. * Hi libris ſan derum defierdin, Jul -Avthentich 
aw — 1 — — mo & hetetizra Pref. 
t 0 a 1 . 1 "mz. 8 * L. E a, +3 Ss. © 
Te eta 
_- | mes 
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times they ſay the Fathers ſpeak dec lamatorio more, hyper- 
bolically, and by exceſſe. Thus Sixtus Senenſis anſwers 


pur Allegations from che Fathers for reading the Scrip- g 
ture. Thus Pet evi anſwers a clear paſſage of Ciy- t 
ſeftomes againſt Auritular Conſeſſion. > At other times tl 


they tell us, the Fathers did not alwaies ſpeak what they 
thought, bur what they ſaw neceſſary to confute their 
Adverſaries: thus Perron anſwers the citations from tbe 
Fathers againſt Creature-worſhip. If you alledge the 
Epilites of the Fathers, they tell you, the Fathers did not 
uſe fully to open their minds ig thoſe writings, So Perron 
anſwers a Teſtimony of Auſt ins againſt Tranſubſtantia- 
tion. Sometimes they plead, that the Fathers ſpeak the 
opinion of others, not their ownz as. Belarmine anſwers 
a place out of Hicroms. If you bring any paſſage out $7, 
of their Poems, they ſay the Fatbers did ule Poetical Jin o 
berty, as Belarimine anſwers to Prudenti (d). So jult . 
was the judgment of the Univerſity of Deway upon Her- 2 
tram Book, of the body and bloud of: Chriſt: Seeing oh: 
we bear many errors in the Ant ien Fathers, and extenuate 
d erruſe tbem, and oftentimes by ſome deviſed ct as we de 
n and put 4 convenient ſenſe upon them, when they are ap- 
poſed againfs ns in diſputations with our Adverſarier, we d de. 
net ſee wi Bertram aur not dtſerve the ſame equity, and On 
dilsgetst recognition. (e) And thusjthey deale with the Far | 
chert ven they diſplesſe their humour, and oppoſe theig 
Doctrines. But if the Fachers delixet any thing that e, 


+ (ad 1 8. ml e: j (6) — Spiphaai banije "oy 
1 nana nini tymiais.c, 2 3, (d) Pr Rengarert. bh; : 

. Kr /x omar cram i oy { 
chef rr dem ern gem ney, 
1 nene 4 
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The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith, 55 
ſeems to countenance their conceits, then every paſſage 
of the Fathers is dogmatical, and every word an argu- 
ment: then the Fathers have done playing and quibling, 
den they have opened their minds fully, and given us 
*. WF cheir molt ſerious and lalt thoughts, 
$ 8. And leſt you ſhould think it was onely the opi- 
nions of ſeveral Fathers which they deſpiſed, 1 ſhall ac- 
quaint you with their practice, in caſe of conſent of the 
athers, or the major part of them. That the Angels 
were corporeal, was the opinion of moſt of the Fathers, 
faith Pereriu. a For this opinion Sixtus Senenſis reck- 
ons up Origen, Latant; Athanaſius, Met hodius, Hilerius, 
Damaſcenus, Cuſſſan us, and the ſecond Councel of Nice, 
o whom Maldonar addes, us dude, Clemens Alexand: 
7 hroduret, Tertullian, Ambroſe, Anguſtine, &C. ſuch a 
onſtellation one ſhall ſeldome find in any controverted 
opinion: Vet hear what Scnenſis ſaith, I think, the contrary 
pinion is the trueſt, If a Proteſtant had ſaid as much, 
hat tumults and Tragedies would it have raiſed in the 
Roman Court? How would all the world have rang 


den Nich it? So again, that I may further lay open this 
oF omiſh impoſture,1 ſhall repreſent to the Readers con- 
-d1 deration that controverſie concerning the immaculate 
— omeption of the Bleſſed Virgin , which is the common 


d current Doctrine of the Church of Rome at this day, 
den ſufficiently known from the decree of the Councel of 
bat Trent concerning Original ſin, ſin which decree they ex- 
fgreſly tell us, they would not have her included) (6) 


ind from the ſevere conltitutions of Sixtus the fourth, 
5. bib; * 

anus (e) Lib 1. ia Gen. diſ. 106, : 

f ſew of (b) Declarat ſanta Synodus non efie ſug intentionis commubendere 
s cab By hoc Decveto,ubi de ncecato o-igin li agitur, beatem &. immagitatam 
ec0rt gie Mariam Dei genitricem, Conc. Trident, in [ef 5, 


G 


and 


/ 
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and Paul the fifth , and Gregory the fifteenth Popes, ; 
inſt thoſe that ſhall preſume to teach this Doctrine, 
that the bleſſed Virgin was conceived in ſin. , and rom 
the practice of diverſe Popiſh Univerſities, who have not e 
onely received the doctrine ot the immaculate Concep- 
tion of the Virgin, but bind their members by ſolemn 0 
Oath to on it, and from the writings of multitudes of 
the moſt eminent Popiſh Writers, who poſitively aſſen i 5 
it, as Delrio, Henriquez, Arrius, Suarez, Vaſquez, Sal. 


me ron, Acoſta, Abulenſir,C anus, Navarrus, and a world — 
of others. Now let us ſee, whetber in this point they i n 


made the conſent of Fathers their rule, or (which i D 
equivalent) what was the judgment of the antient Fa- 


thers therein: whieh I ſhall give you from the mouth — 
of the Papiſts themſelves, than which they cannot deſire — 
a fairer trial. Hear Cann: Al the Antients that mag, 
any mention of this matter, have with our mouth aſſerted, D 
that the Bleſſed Virgin was conceived in fin, as Ambroſe, 5 
Aug. C wud &c. and none of them contradicted that aſſer Re 
tion: and then he addes his D, and the Romiſh opr 
nion, That the argument from Anthority is weak, and t — 
contrary doctrine is probably and piouſly di fended in th — 
Church of Rome (a). And he confeſſerh, be knew no athe . 
way to confiute this argument of Eraſmus againſt the aujhe * 
rity ef the Fathers, than by ſaying the opinion was not de fide, 4 
or oy matter of Faith (b). A Remedy as bad as the Dif * 
edle. 5 
1. Becauſe the opinion is moſt abſurd, that a Doctrine — 
— — — Jha 
(a) Santi (antiqui) omnes, qui in eius ti mentionem inc ideruu YOU 
uno ore aſſeverirunt Beatam Virginem in peccato originali conceptam, WM .__ 
& — —— contravenit; In ſirmum tamen ex omnium auihorita 
argumentum ducitur, quin pot. ö ; 1 
rr as 
ib Ibid. c. 3. ab un. 
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is not de de, till the Pope or Councel have determined 
it, from whence would follow amongſt many other 
groſſe abſurdities, 1. That it was not de fide w bile 
Chriſt lived that Jeſus was the Meſſias, no Councel hav- 
ing determined it. 2. That moſt of the Articles of the 
Chriſtian Religion were not de de before the Councel 
of Nice. 3. ThatGod revealing a truth in his holy 
Scriptures cannot oblige our Faith as much as a Councel 
revealing it in their Decrees. But I need ſay no more 
of this, becauſe it is rejected by diverſe of their own 
moſt learned Authors. It i the common opinion of 
Doctors, that a Councel doth not make a thing to be of Faith, 
but denies or declares, that ſuch a thing #, or formerly was 
de fide, «s the Holy Fathers abundantly confirme, ſaith 
White (a). 

2. Becauſe this was de fide, according to their own | 
Doctrine: For the Councel of Baſil had poſitively de- 
fined and determined it, as pious and agreeable to Faith, 
Reaſon, and Scripture, to be embraced by all Catholicks, 
and that it ſhould be lawful to no man to teach the con- 
trary. (6) This put S. Clara fo hard to it, that he is for- 
ced to this horrible ſhift, that they onely defined it, tan- 
quam piam & conſonam fidei. Now the termes tanquam 
& conſonam are termes of diminution (c). But to re- 
turn: Salmeron treating ot this point tels us, that his 
Adverſaries reckon 200, others 300 Fathers againſt his 


and che Romiſh Doctrine of the immaculate conception: 


Well, what is his Anſwer? Really, it is ſo full of Hereſie 
that 1 fear they willl chide me for tranſlating it: he tels 
you, The Argument from Authority is weak, I anſwer, 


—— mm 


— 


(2) Communis Dofloram ſententia fert Concilium non facere aliquid 
de fiae, ſed decernere eſte ſeu prius fuiſſe de fide, ut ſantli etiam Patres 
abunde confirmant. De fide & Theelogia. traci. 2. ſect. 22. 

Ib) Seſ.36. (e) in ſyſtemate fidei. e. 3 5. f. 377. | 
E 2 a (ſaith 


— — 
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(faith he) from Exod. 23.2. Thou ſhalt not ſpeał in & cauſe 
to incline after many to wriſt judgment, as Auguſtine W 
anſwered the Donatiſts, it was a (1gn that a cauſe wantcd 
Truth, which leaned upon Authority; T hat the young+| 
er Doctors ſee further than the Antients: that is to ſay, 
the Romiſh Doctors are wiſer than the Antient Fas 
thers. I recommend theſe paſſages to the care of my 
Lords the Inquiſitors, the next time the purging humour 
takes them, they richly deſerve a room in the Index ex- 
pur gatorius. 

And yet theſe are the onely Adorers of the Antient 
Fathers, that tell you, we do not receive part of the Doftrine 
of the Fathers, and reject part, but we imbrace it all, ſaich 
Duræus b. We hold the while Volumes ſaith Campian «, 
Theſe are they that hold the Fathers to be ancerruptil 
judges of Controverſies, whom God would net ſuffer to f 
into errour, and lead others into it, ſaith Coſterus d. Will 
you ſee more of this myſtery of Iniquity? 1 ſhall oneh 
name thereſt: Diverſe Popiſh Authors of prime note 
acknowledge that it was the general opinion of the Fa 
thers, that the Sacrament of the Lords Supper ought to 
be given ro Infants. So Mal donate The opinion of F. Au- b 

gulſtine, and Innocent the firſt, (a Pope, and therefore by 24 


EE BY &  % CB om ue i GEIETI CS 
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(a) Argumentum ab authoritate in ſirmum eſi— Re ſtondem us ex vet 
Dei Exod, 23. 1. In judicio plurimorum non acquie (ces ſenteuli a u 
vere devices, cum Auguſlinus reſponde at Donatiſtis ſignum eſſe cauſe i 
veritatis ner vo deſtitute, que ſoli multorum authoritati, qui errare e 1g; 
ſunt invititur, Doflores quo juniores cd per ſpicaciores ſunt. Diſp. $188 (2, 


in Rom. $. 24 

(b) Nos Patrum Dofirinam uon aliqua ex parte ad mitt mus, alia v 
diamus, fed integram amplettimur, Contra in bitak.fol. 140. 201 
8 Tenemus integra volumina, In decem fationibus rat. g. ad! 
d) Incorrupti ſuat ⁊udices controverfia um, neque enim credibileds pro 


eos, pe ſertim in rebus qu fidem attiagunt,a Deo ſic deſtitutos ſuiſſe, u 
iph crrariat dofirigag; ſus alis in errorem induati h, In Encbirid.peb 
| opinic 
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opinion infallibly true) flouriſhed in the Church for 600 
gears that the Euchariſt was neceſſary to Infants. * That 


the Lords Supper ſhould be received by the people in 


both kinds. For the Councel of Conſfavce in that very 
place where it takes away one kiad (the Cup) doth ac- 
knowledge that theuſe ot both kinds by the people was 
inlticuced by Chriſt, and enjoyed by the people in the an- 
tient Church b. That the Saints departed ſhould not 
be admitted to the viſion of God before the day of 2 
ment: So much Perron conleſleth, and Sixtus Senenſts, 
© chat the Saints ſhall raign with Chriſt a thouſand 
years, that Pamelius grants d. In all theſe and ſeveral 
others, it is known that che Church of Rome aſſerts the 
contrary,how truly and juſtly I diſpute not, nor is it ma- 
terial to my purpoſe, which was onely to ſne how upon 
all occaſions, where need requires, tbey do as little regard 
the Authority of the Fathers as any, whom they moſt tra- 
duce tor ſo doing But would you know the myſtery 
of this? why, The Fathers are not reckoned as Fathers 
when they deliver any thing which they did not receive from 
the Church, faith Duræus e. In earneſt, that ſaying 
deſerved a Cardinals Cap. And. Baili the Jeſuite ſeconds 
bim in it, where putting this queſtion, Whether the Au- 
thority of the Doctor: (Fathers) ought to be admitted? He 


3 anſwers, Tig, as far as the Church approves of them (f) q. d. 
# The Fathers have Authority with us as far as we pleaſe: 


— 


(a) Miſſam icio Auguſiiai & Innocentii 1. ſententiam qui ſexcen- 
tos circiter annas viguit in Eccleſia Euchariſtiam etiam infantibus neceſ- 
ſariam.ia Fo. b. verſ. 8 , (bi Seſſione 13. (e) Lib. &. Bibl. Anaot, 
345, (d) In notis ſuper Cyoriani hortationem ad martyrium. 

(e) Neque enim Patres cenſentur, cum ſuum aliquid, uod ab Eccleſia 
no: acceperunt, ſcribunt vel docent, cor: hit. abi ſupra, © (f) Debetne 
admitti Doftorum ( Patrum) authorit as: P. bet quateaus ab Eccleſia ap- 
provatur, is Catecliſ. ' 


E 3 I 
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Iwill adde a third (that you may fee it is a ruled cafe: ) 

and that is Gretcerus, A Father, ſaich he, it one that fred: 
the Church with whol ſome Doftrine: but if in ſtead of Cern 
he give Chaff, or Tares, he is not now @ Father but a Ster- 
Father, not a Teacher but Sc ducer.“ 

When the Fathers ſay anything which ſeems to coun- 
tenance their poſitions, then they are Fathers, uncorrupt 
Judges, infallible interpreters, and Purgatory is too mild 
a puniſhment for him that ſhall go one haires breadth 
from them. But ifthe Fathers will once — to take 
upon them, if they will exceed thoſe bounds the Pope 
hach ſer them, and contradict his intereſt or opinion, then 
it is time to take them a peg lower, then they call them 
Fathers, but make Children of them: They had better 
have held their Tongues, for now all comes out, and the 
Tapiſts are the C hams (as they call the Proteſtants) who 
uncover their Fathers Nakedneſſes: Then Exſebirs (who 
when he is Orthodox in the Roman account paſſeth 
for a moſt famons Writer,a moſt Learned man, and a Cathe- 
lick with Lindanus a, Sixtus Senenſis b, and others) 
is all on a ſudden Tranſubſtantiated into an Arrian He- 
retick with Ceſterus( c); and Baroniys (d). Then poor Ter- 


rullianſwho, when he ſpeaks righteous things, paſſeth for a 
moſt noble Author, the chief of all the Latin Fathers with 
Tindanus (e), is not ſo much as a man of the Church, 


— 


Nam Eceleſia Pater ille dititur qui Eccleſia ſalatari doftrina ali 
& paſcit— Fam verd ſs pro ſalut / fero doflrine pabuls — offerat & ads | 


dcat lolium & xi, -herverſorum dogmatum—catenus non Pater 


eſt ſed vitricus, non doftor ſed ſeduBor, In lib.2. de juve ac more probi: 3 


bendi libros noxios. cap. 10. 


(a) Pazopl.l. c. 17. I inprimis. (b) Apud Baron, in Anal.tom. 3.08 , 


240. ſc) Hereticus Arrianus. In A pologia contra Grevinchonium c. 
8. 1.9. (d) Loco jam citato. 


(e) Nobilis almodum Aubor, Latinorum omnium facilt Princeps. | 


Pauop lib. 1.c. 3. 
035 
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fnay, be is an heretical Antbor, an Hereſiarch, a MontanifF 
ſay Azorins a and Bellar,> Then Origen (who when 
r be is a good boy, paſſerh for « Witneſſe beyond exception 
er- with Darexs, e ' another maſter of the Churches after the 
Apoſtles, as Jerome cals him, ſaith Lindanns d) is a 
un. Y meer Schiſmatick ſaith Cans e, the Father of the Arrians 
opt d. Eunomians, faith Mal donate f. Then Conſtantine 
ud himſelf (that you may ſee the Church of Rowe is not 
ach guilty of reſpe& of perſons) i not mach to be regarded, he 
ake a greater Emperouy than Docter, ſaith Bellarm. g Then 
dope Lactantius 5s beerer 5kill'd in Tully than in the Scripture? 
hen ¶ and Victorinus was a Martyr but wanted Learning, ſaith 
em ¶ Bellarmine h. Nay , I think both He and the reſt of 
ter ¶ the Fathers wanted wit as well as learning: for if they 
che would but have blotted our all Anti-Romiſh paſſages 
ho (which might have been done with one blot, provided 
ho it reached from the beginning to the end of their works} 
etch they bad all paſſed for Orthodox and admirable men, 
hes and we had not heard one word of their infirmities or 
rs) F miſcarriages, 
je- What need 1 trouble my ſelf and the Reader with 
er - ſaying that which all the World knowes concerning the 
ra Papilts receding from the common ſence of the Fathers 
ich in expoſitions of Scripture, and preferring new interpre- 
ch, tations before them, not tearing their own Tridentine 
thunderbolt, That no man ſhould dare to interpret Scripture 


* . 
ade, a Tom. 1. Moral lib. 5. cap. 16. b lib. i. de ſanflise. 5, e Teſlis omni 
aer ans exceptione maior, contra t hitet ſol. og. d Alterum Ecclefarum 
ohie poſt Aroſtolos Magiſlrum aiebat Hieronymus. Panop. lib. 3. c. 26. e Loc. 
en lib 7. c. 3 num. 11. f In Johan. 1. 3. g De verbo Dei l. 4. e. 
, 1. h Laftantias magis librorum (iceronis quam. Scripturarum ſan- 
c. darum peritus. Villorinus martyr quidem fuit, ſed ei eruditio deſuit. 


Lib. 1. 4e ſandlii. c. p. in fine. 


E 4 acainſt 


Ex 
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againſt th: common conſent of the Fathers a. 
I ſhall onely referre che Reader to thoſe places where be 


The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith, 
For which 


may be more fully ſatisfied, that this was the opinion 
and practice of the Learned and approved Romanills, as 
Cajetan b, Pererica ©, Maldonated, and ſeveral o- 


thers e. 


' 


$. 9. In ſhort, to ſtrike the buſineſſe dead, you ſhall 
have the poſitive Judgment of the principal pillars ol the 
Romiſh Church. Sacred Dettrine (faith Aquinas) . 
ſeth authority of Scripture as a neciſſary Argument, but the 
Authorities of other Doctors if the Church onely as 4 pre 
bable Argument: for cur Faith lianes upon the revelation 
made ta the Apoſtles ad Prophets, and to ether Dottors f 
The Amuthoritics of the Fathers without the Script ure doth 


net cblige my Faith, ſaith Biel g. 


It ts the property of the 


Holy Scripturet, that there in no error in it which need 
correction, ſaith Baranius h. The writings of the Father: 
Claith Bellarmine in totidem termins) are not a rule, and 
bave not authority to oblige me i. And not contented to 
aſſert, he elſe y here offers proofs of the invalidity of the 


6 


—— 


— — _ — 


a Seſſione 4. b In Preſatione in Perateuchum, c lib. 3. is Gen. qu 
5.1. 45. d in multis locis Job 8.56. Mat.16. 18. & 19. 


e Stellrin Luc. 10. 2 1, Baroxius in Aunal. Tom. 1. An. 34. Patres in 
interpretatione Scripturarum non ſemper 


. 


Sacra Doct/ina Authoritatibus Canonice Scripture utitur propriè 
ex neceſſitate — authoritatibus autem aliorum Doflorum © 


Eccleſia arguendo ex prapriis, ſed probabiliter. Innititur euim fides u- 


ſtra revelationi Apoſtolis e. Prophetis fafle—non allem revelationi, 6% 


que ſuit, aliis Doctoribus factæ. Part. 1. gu. I. art. 8. 


E Authoritates Patrum fne Scripturis non obligant ad fidem, Left qt, 


in Canon. Miſſe, 


h Diviaæ tantiim Scripture, nibil habere erroris, quod corrigatur. 1 


Tom. 4. Aun al. An. 3259. i Patrum ſcripta non ſunt regula, nec habent 
auuhoritatem obligand!, De concil. lib. 2.c. I 2. &. Bico ſecundo. 


Father 


Catbolicam Eccl.fran © 


n 
- 


The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith. 63 


Fathers without, and their perfect ſubjection to the Au- 


thority of the Church and Biſhop-of Rome. The Fe- 
theys execute the Mice of Doctors, but Councels & Popes ext» 
cute the office of a fudge committed to them by God a. And 
again: The Pope hath no F athers in the Church, but all 
are bis Sons: no wonder then that the Sons ave ſubj:& 0 
the Father, not the Fathers to the Som b. Thus Gregor 
17 de Valentia cuts the Knot be cannat untie: 1f the con- 
ſent of Dottors cannot be made out the Pope may uſe his Au- 
thority ce. Really theſe Jeſuices are moit ingenious 
ſellowes, they are refolycd never to be at a non-plus: 
When they ſaw the Scripture was not for their turnes, 
they vote That ſhould not be Judge of Controverſies, 
and fled to the Fathers. When they ſaw multitudes of 
notable paſſages cited out of the Fathers deſtructive 
to their Hierarchy, then it muit be Conſent of the Fa- 
thers: Now becauſe they know they cannot make out 
the Conſent of the Fathers ior any one Article of their 
Faith. here is a Salvo for that, the Popes Authority is 
evident, it is but ſaying, that is a firſt principle, and all 
controverſies are at an end. By this time 1 think I ma 
expect the Reader, that hath but a dram of Ingenuity 
in him, muſt needs acknowledg that the Authority of the 
Fathers is neither ex veritate rei (in truth) nor ex opinions 
Pontificiorum (in the judgment of the Papiſts) 4 ſolid 
foundation for a Papilts Faith, which was the Propoſition 
to be proved. I ſhall diſmiſſe this with two Obſerya- 
£LONI, ; [ 


— 


(a) Auguſtiaus & ceteri Patres in commentariis funzebantur offcio 
Poctorum, ut Concilia & Pontifices funguntur officio Fudicis Dep fbi 
commiſſo. lib. 3. de verbo Dei c. 10. (b) Lomiſex uon habet ullot is 
Eccleſia Patres,ſed omnes filios. Quid vers mirum eſt, ſi non pater ſiliis 
Jed f li patri ſuo ſubjictantur. Lib. z. de Roman Fonitfice e. 25. 

(c) Si de doctorum conſeaſu non arerte conflaret » ſua tunc conſtat 
Auboritas Fam ifi. in Analyſt .d. c. 8.5. 119. 


1.How 


64 The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith; 


1: How ſweetly do the Romiſh Doctors agree in that 
which they acknowledge to be a principal foundation of 
Faich, viz. the Authority of the Fathers. | 

2. I ſhall leave this Syllogiſme, taken out of their 
own Authors, to the conſideration of the prudent Rea» 
det: If you take away the authority of Fathers and Conn 
© cels.all things in the. Church are uncertain, ſaith Eccins, as 
you ſaw betore; bur Bellarmize, and others, have here 
taken away the Authority of the Fathers: and in the 
nexe Chapter youſhall ſee they take away the Autbori- 
ty of Councels: Ergo, there is nothing certain in the 
Romiſh Church. Thus I have ſhewed that the Faith 
ol abe papiſts bath no ſure ground or foundation in the 
Authority of the Pope, Scriptures, or Fathers: Now I 
come to the fourth particular, the Authority and Infalli- 
bility of the Church and Councels, which is the ſacra an» 
chera, the principal reſuge of a languiſhing cauſe. 


CHAP. IV. 
Of the Authority and Infallibility of the 
Church and Conncels. 


. he us therefore examine in the next place, 
whecher che Councels will ſtand them in 
better ſtead. \ hecber the ſplendid name and Autho. | 
rity ofthe Church be a ſolid and ſufficient Foundation 
of Faith. In order to which I ſhall lay down this propo- 
firion. That the Authority of the Church and Councels 
is no ſufficient Foundation tor a Papiſts Faith. This 1 ſhall 7 
more fully diſcuſſe, becauſe here it 1s that very many of 
the Popiſh Doctors do build their Hopes, and lay the 
foundation of their Faith. And here indeed they have 
greateſt appearance of probability, I 


A general Councel rightly congregated cannot erre in the i 
faith faith Alphonſus de Caſtro. 2 Councels repreſent the 


) Concilium generale rette congregatum non poteſt errare in fide, J. 4, 
ade lin bereſes in verby Seng nns. 
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Catholick Church which cannot erre,&therefore they can. 
not erre, ſaies Eccia and T apperinsd. The decrees of gene- 
ralConncels have as much weight as the holyGoſpel,ſaith Co. 
ferns <.Councels approved and confirmed by the Pope cannot 
erre ſaies Cann: d and Bellar. Conncels, being t bigheft 
Eccl:ſiaſtical Fudicatories cannot erre, ſaith T anerns (I. 
The decrees of Comncels are the oracles of the holyGheft faith 
Stapleton g). Surely now | may cry out Wen: Here is the 
ground and piltar of truth, and at leaſt- es altera Romæ. 

$. 2.1. Then 1 would know whence comes this infallibi- 


- lity of Councels?ir muſt be from Gods promiſe(for they 


do not pretend it is any natural inherent property. of any 
man or men ſingle or con junct.) And this promiſe muſt be 
made known to us by divine Revelation, 5. e. either by 
Scripture or Tradition (for other Revelation they do not 
pretend to:) Thus far they and we are agreed; Now I 
aſſume, that the inſallibility of Councels is not revealed 
to us, neither in the one nor in the other: 

F. 3. 1. Not in the Traditions or̃ the Fathers, for among 
all the Traditions mentioned by them, you ſhall not fin 


. this concerning the infallibility of Councels: Nor bave 


our Adverſaries (that I know of) alledged one conſide- 
rable ancient Father, aſſerting that ſuch a Tradition was 
_ to them from the Apoſties, though bad there 
been ſuch a Tradition, they who were ſo careful to enu- 
merate all the Traditions of far leſſe conſequence, which 


* pretended to an Apoſtolical Original, neither ſhould nor 
would have omitted to acquaint the Church with ſo im- 
portant a Tradition,asthis is now ſuppoſed to be: and this 


( Concilia repreſentant Ecclefiam (atholicam que er rare non poteſt. 


* Ergo etiamipſa errare non poſſunt.Ecclus in Exchir, c. 2. Taper. in Art. 1. 


Loven.9.5. (e) Decreta Conciliorum generalium —— idem habent pon 


dur & momentum, quod ſancta Dei Evangelia, in Enchir. p.46, 


(d) Lib.5.loc.com.c.q, (e) Bel. de cunciliis 


Ab. 2. c. 2. (f) In 


— Ana. Dem. 10. Sell. 202. (g) In RelefkControv. g. 3. alt. 4. 


might 


56 The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith. 


might ſuffice for Anſwer, till our Adverſaries give us an 
inſtance for any ſuch Tradition. 4 
F$. 4. But becauſe Tradition and the Teſtimony of 
the Fathers is their chiefe Pillar of the 1nfallibilicy of 
Councels (the wiſer ſort of them being ſenſible of the 
impercinency of their Stripture allegations,) 1 ſhall 
conſider this a little more largely than at ficlt I intended, 
and ſhill indeavour co make good four things, whichif 
proved, will give a deadly ſtroke at the Root of inſalli. 
bility. 1. If there were ſuch a Tradition among the 
Fathers as is pretended, it is no ſolid and ſufficient toun- 
dacion for our Faith. 2. If che Antients did believe the 
incallibiliry of Councels, yet it doth not follow they be- 
lie ved it upon the account of ſuch a Tradition. 3. It 
doth not appear that the Antients did believe the idfalli- 
bility of Councels. 4. It doth appear that the Antients 
did believe the fallibility of Councels. 
§. 5. The firſt propoſition is this; That if ſome of 
the Fathers did cell us chey had ſuch a Tradition among 
them as is pretended , concerning the Infallibilicy of 
Councels,it is no ſolid and ſufficient Foundation for our 
Faith, becauſe the Fathers were ſubje& to errours and 
miltakes, as we have now proved, and as the Papiſts con- 
felle, at leaſt chey might erre in matters of fact (for in 
ſuch things they acknowledge the Pope himſelf to be 
fallible. And this was purely a queſtion of fact, whether 
ſuch a Tradition were delivered to them. And that 
theFathers were ofcentimes deceived in the point of Tra- 
ditions, and in matters of fat is acknowledged by ſeve- 
ral of the moſt learned Papiſts, and Baronius gives us x; 
divers examples of their miſtakes in ſundry parts of his 
Annals, and that too amongſt the firſt Fathers, who had 
far greater opportunities to know the truth then their 
followers, and greater integrity to deliver nothing con- 
trary to their knowledge, and much more miſtakes thou 
jmgnt 


ag wu 


| 
| 
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might be committed by thofe that came after them. 

If it be ſaid, Thar although ſome particular Fathers, 
might millake in che matters of Tradition, yet the Fa- 
tbers conſenting therein are infallible. 

This is already anſwered in the former Chapter, to 
which 1 ſhall here adde; that it is impoſſible tor us at this 
diſtance to underſtand the conſent of the Fathers, e.g. 
of the firſt or ſecond Age, there being ſuch a ſmall and 
inconſiderable remnant left of them, like two or three 
planks aftera common ſhipwrack. Gr: gory de Valenti 
conteſſeth even of the Doctours of the Age ue live in, 


that is ſeldome happ:ns that we can ſiſficiently underſtand 


the cpinton of all the D:floys that lived in ore Age (a). 
How much more hard, nay impoſſible mult it needs be 
to underſtand the mind of that Age which is gone 1500 
years agoe? And Melc hir Canus conteſleth, That 
the Authority of moſt of the Holy (Fathers,) if a few did 
contraditt them, will not afferd a Divine ſclid Aygument(b). 
So that if ſuch a Traduion had been delivered by ſome, 
yea the major part of the Fathers, if ſome others, though 
ewer had contradicted it. Faith hath loſt its foundation, 
and this might be done(and ſuch chings in all probability 
were oft done) though no ſootſteps of it are come to the 
memory of Polterity. As Aſtin ſpeaks of Cyprian, when - 
he was preſſed with bis authority, be anſwers, Happily be 
did vecant,though we knew it nct: for neither were all things 
done among the Biſhops at that time committed to writing, 
nor do we know all things that we committed to writing (c) 


a) Fateadum eſt rarò actidere tiſſe, ut que fit Doliorum omniudl 
ejus tempore vixentium de rcligione (enteatia, ſatis cognoſcatur. Lib. 8. 
Analyf. cap. S. p. 119. (b) Plurium Sanctirum Author it as, veliquis licet 
pauc tor ibus ret lamantibus, firma argumenta Theologo [«fficere & fra. 
re non valet, Loc. Theol. lib. 7. cap.3. 
fe) Fortaſſe faflum ſed acſcimus. Neg, enim ownia que illo texitore 
inter Epiſcopos geſia ſunt, memarie literiſq, mandari potneriumt aut omaie 
q#d nada jut. Lib. 2. con. Donat. cap. 4 * 

A 
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And if this was conſiderable in A»/tins dayes, who lived 
within two hundred yeares of thoſe times, how much 
more weighty muſt it be to us, that come twelve hun- 
dred years after him Now then to put a caſe ( becauſe 
this conſideration ſhakes the very pillars of Popery, and 
overthrows almoſt all their pretenſions from Tradition 
and the Authority of the Fathers, ) ſuppoſe the major 
part of the Antient Fathers had ſaid i» terminu, that the 
Biſhop of Ame was ſupreme bead and infallible gover . 
nour of the Church (though nothing was further from 
their thoughts) and ſuppole a leſſe number of the Fa- 
thers did in that Age contradict it, though the contras 
dictours happily either did not commit their opinion to 
Writing, or if they did, their writings might be ſu ppreſ- 
fed by the major part as hath been the lot ot moſt ages) 
or — in jury of time are loſt (which the Papiſts cans 
not ſay was impoſlible for the Writings of the Fathers, 
leeing they tell us that de fafo ſome of the books of Ho- 
ly Scripture are loſt:) the next Age comes and under. 
ſtands the truch of what 1 bave now ſuppoſed: The 
queſtion is, Whether the Authority of the Major part of 
the Fathers of the former Age be a ſufficient foundation 
for their Faith in the Popes Supremacy and Infallibility? 


Melchior Canus ſaith No: Now then the next Age or 
ages having happily forgotten ſuch contradictions (which 
the Age immediately next remembred, ) the queſtion is 
whether that Foundation, which was inſufficient to te 
precedent Age is now through their ignorance of ſuch 


contradiction become ſufficient to the following Age? 


if they affirme it, it would become the Jeſuites in point 
of gratitude co write a Panegyrick in praiſeof Ignorance, | * 
which is, it ſeems, not onely the Mother of Devo- 


tion, but of aſſurance and certainty of knowledge, if 


they deny it, they confeſſe the weakneſſe of their aſſer- 


tion: In ſhort, he that will lay the foundation of bis 


Faith 
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Faith upon ſuch a quick · ſand, muſt either prove the nega- 
tive that there was no ſuch contradiction as we have 
ſuppoſed (which is impoſſible) or conſeſſe his Faith re- 
uſe lies upon the Sand (which is dreadful.) And again, ad- 
mit they had the conſent of Fathers in this Tradition, 


— I bave given ſeveral inſtances, wherein they acknow- 
.jor ledge they have departed from the conſent of Fathers, 


the & and that there were ſeveral Doctrines which (if we be- 
lieve the Papiſts, when they tell us the Fathers owned no 


— Doctrine but what they bad by Tradition) the Fathers 
Fa- received by Tradition, wherein they were de fatto miſta- 
ra, ken, and why might they not be miſtaken in this? We 


to all know how general the Millenary opinion was amorg 

the Fathers of che ſecond and third Centuries, though 
it be ſaid all came from che miſtake of Papias, an boneſt 
dut credulous Doctor: And dare theſe men venture 


= their Souls upon it, that Papias was the onely credulous 
19. Author; and that this was the onely miſtaken Tradition? 
ere or that it was impoſſible for thoſe Fathers who were ſo 


rhe way of them impoſed upon by one credulous perſon in 

one point to be impoſed upon by another in other points? 
All theſe,and many other uncertainties muſt not only be. 
allowed, but are laid in the very foundation of infallibility 
ty? | F$- 6. The ſecond particular is this: That if the An- 
cents did believe the infalliblliy of Councels, yet it doth 
not follow they believed it upon the account of ſuch a 
Tradition, for they might believe it upon other grounds. 
11 is evident they believed many (nay, to ſpeak the 
— truth of all) Doctrines, becauſe they apprehended them 
edo be contained in the Scriptures, and why might ic not 
n de ſo wich this? Why might not the Fathers believe 
cis (if they did believe it) upon the ſame miſappre- 
henſions and miſtakes (which the Papiſts at this day run 
into) concerning the ſence of thoſe Scriptures which 
are alledged for the infallibility of Councels? And con- 
: P ſequently 


——̃ oo en rren——_— _ 
— — 


— — e ̃§—tꝗ—r·r!r —́« ?:. r 
— — - * — Pe S 
— — — — = — — — 
= — — — * — - — 2 — <4 — = - 
— 2 = = 2 — 2 

— E — 

= . — — — 
2 ——— — - 


— 


— — —— — rr , e —¾wꝛQm... —ũͤꝗꝙ œ—i½ . I mo — ˙² ²üN LOO 


ſubject to errors, as I have proved. 
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ſequently the Fathers opinion of the Inſallibility of 
Copncels doth not argue that they received ſuch a Tra- 
dition from the Apoſtles, but onely that this was their 
opinion; wherein, no leſſe then in other points, they were 


8. 7. The third Propoſition is this: It doth not ap- 
pear, that che ancient Fathers did believe che Infallibility 
of Councels For trial bcreof 1 ſhall refer my ſelf to thoſe 
Arguments and Authorities which are alledged for the 
proof of the contrary poſition. Bei: brings three ——— 
to ſhew that the Antient Fathers held, that general coun - 
cels could not erre, & not one of them ſpeak to the point. 
His firſt Argument is this: They offirme that the ſen- 
rence of a general Councel in the cauſe of Faith is the laſt 
judgment of the Church, from which there lies no appeale, 
& which cannot be made void or retrated. Hence it evident. 
ly followes that ſuch Councels cannot erre , bicauſe elſe it 
were 4 very unjuſt thing to compell Chriſtians that they 
ſhould not appeal from that judgment which may be erro- 
neous a. Tanſwer 1. St. Auſtin did hold that the ſentence 
of a general Councel might be retracted, though not 
by private Chriſtians, yer by a following general Coun. 
cel, former general Councels (faith he) are corrected 6 
the latter, of which more by and by, and that is enoug 
to ſhew he did not believe it infallible, 2. The Conſe- 
quence is weak and denied by the Proteſtant, and 
thereſore — be denied by the Fathers: If the conſe- 
quence be infirme now, it could not be ſtrong then, and 
for this we have the teſtimony of a Papiſt. S. Clara, who 
tels us that Calvin, and Robertns Baronim, and all the 
Proteſtants, and ſome at hers, who deny the a of 
a general Councel, do nevertheleſſe acknowledge it to be the 


a- Want yi 4+AqSSTSM AA 


(a) Afﬀirmant primimm Concilii generalis ſententiam eſſe in cauſa fis 
dei ultimum Eccleſie judicium, I quo appellari non poſſit, quadque nullo 
modo irvitari vel retraftari queat, Hinc autem apertiſſimè conflat ejuſmads 
Conciltg nos errare & (+ bb, ꝛ, de Concil auctot. c. 7. 
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ſupreme Fudge of Controverſies upon Earth, and that 
. oat fir a determining and deciſive powe 
er, which all are externa/ly bound to obey to — chiſm. 
(a). Nor is it unjuſt, but neceſſary for the preſervation 
of order and prevention of worſe miſchieſs, that there 
ſhould be a ſupreme though fallible Authority, beyond 
'P- IF which there might be no appeal: and as it is no injuſtice 
ity. ¶ chat there lies no appeal beyond the ſupreme Magiſtrate 
le WM in civil affaires, though he be confeſſed to be ſallible, fo 
neither can it be any injuſtice, that there is no appeal 
ct beyond the ſupreme Eccleſiaſtical Judicatory in Church 
in” matters, though it be fallible, provided it be granted 
nt. (which the Proteſtants wich the Fathers do aſſert, and 
have proved) that ſuch Judicatories do not bind the 
alt MF Conſcience, but onely regulate the outward Acts, and 
le, prevent viſible conſuſions. 
nee $8. And the ſame anſwer will ſerve for Belarmin.'s 
e if Wſccond argument, which is this: the Fathers and Coun 
hey Ncels re acb,that they which do nit acquieſce in the ſentence of 
r0” WMoeneralCouncels are Hereticks deſerve excommunication, 
ce Wand ibereſore they thought ſuch Councels could not erre. b 
"oe Anſwer 1, I deny the Conſequence again for the 
un- now mentioned reaſon. The civil cutting off ſuch as 
b eſiſt the ſentence of the Magiſtrate, doth as fully prove 
18 e Magiſtrates infallibility, as the Ecctefiaſtical cuttin 
ſe· Noff ſuch as do not reſt ia the ſentence of a Councel dot 
ind prove the Councels infall:bilicy. 2. The Fatbers did 
e. not account men Hereticks, meerly becauſe they reſted 
and not in the ſentence of a Councel as ſuch, (for then they 
(a) Fatetur Baton: us (oncilium generale ie ſupremum in territ con- 
the rere fi arum Fudicem—detcrminativam & decifguam poteſtatem agno- 
of cunt Aduerſarii, cui omnes exterius obtemperare tencntur, ne ſchſm a 
the i. S. Clara in ſyſlem.fideic. 20, num, 14. K 15. 
Rm b) Docent Patres & Concilia eſſe bereticgs & ex ommunic apes em- 
f qui non arquieſcunt Conciliis plenariis, Ex quo man'feſte (equiturs 


putaſſe Concilia yon errgie, Bellar. ubi ſupra, 
1 ſnould 


* 
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ſhould have been Hereticks for rejecting the Arries 
Councels) but becanſe the Doctrine which they oppo- 
ſed, and the Councels aſſerted was true; and ſo it was 
the verity of the Doctrine, not the Conciliarity (if you 
will pardon the word) of the ſentence, by which chey 
judged of Hereticks. That cannot be an Argument that 
the Fathers believed the infallibility of Councels, which 
is common to thoſe that deny their Infallibility; but 
the calling of thoſe Hereticks, who do not acquieſce in 
the ſentence of Councels, is common to thoſe that deny 
the infallibilityof Councels, for the Proteſtants themſelves 
have branded and cenſured, and ſometimes put to death 


as Hereticks ſuch men, as in Fundamental points of Reli 


gion have receded from their publick Confeſſions of 
Faith, and the decrees of their Synods, without ever pre- 
tending to infallibility. 

But, that I may improve the Cardinals Argument for 
him to the bigheſt, put cafe the Fathers had ſaid that 
men were bound to believe all the Aſſertions of their 
general Councel, yet this doth not evince that they 
— them infallible: 1 prove it plainly thus. The 
Papiſts maintain that people are bound to believe their 
Paſtours, and to receive all their Doctrines without ex#* 
mination or hæſitation, (according to that which Staple 
ton ſo largely and frequen:ly defends, That Paſtours are 
ſimply to be heard in all things) and yet they do not hold 
theſe Paſtours to be infallible. So they tell us by vertue 


of that Text, Matth. 23. 2. the Jewes were bound to 


believe all the Doctrines publickly taught by the Scribe 
and Phariſees, and yet they do not hold that the particu- 
lar Scribes and Phariſees (of whom the Text ſpeaks) 
were infallible. And the Fathers might juſtly ſay all 
men were bound to believe all the decrees of their Coun- 
cels which were then paſt, not that they thought Coun- 
cels were inſallible, but becauſe they judged all cheir de- 

| - . | crecs 
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'" FF crees true and conſonant to the Scripture:otherwiſe how 
” BE little they valued the decrees of Councels, when they ap- 
FF prebended them repugnant tothe holy Scripture, may be 
u ſufficiently underſtood by their contempt of the Arrian 
J Councels. 


at 3. Thereis in this Argument the fame o9«2 us or error 
ch whichruns through moſt of the Arguments and teſtimo- 
ut nies of the Fathers pretended in this cauſe, viz. they ar- 
in gue from the authority of Councels to their infallibilicy, 
and how invalid the conſequence is appears from this un- 
4 deniable argument. Maſters, Magiſtrates, Parents, Bi- 
th ſhops, and Provincial Councels, have Authority, but not 
- infallibility. If all that the Fathers ſay to that purpoſe 


| were put upon the Rack, it would prove nothing but this, 
©" that they chought (what the Proteſtants granr) chat ge- 
neral Councels were the ſupreme Judicatories of the 


for Church, from which was no appeal, and in which all men 
— were obliged peaceably to acquieſce, but that doth not 


infer infallibility, as we have ſeen. 
ey §. 9. Bellarmine's third argument is this, The Fa- 
"> Wh ther: teach, thar the decrees of general Conncels are Divine, 
er and from the Spirit of God; from whence followes, that they 
were not ſubject toerror. * And this he confirmes by the 
teltimony of Conſtantine (who, now he is Orthodox, is 
are _ conſiderable, though when he was alledg d againſt 
im, he was a greater Prince than Doctor, as we heard 
Wi evennow) Greg.Nazianz. Cyril, and Leo, who call the 
| decrees of theC ouncel of Nice divine,and fay they were 
be ordered by the ſpirit of God:and fo fay Itoo. And it is 
true of all the decrees of all Councels,(nay of all the Ser- 
mons of Miniſters) which are collected from Scripture & 


Ca) Patres dacent eſſe divina & d Spiritu ſanflo edita decreta ge- 
neſalium Concilioram, Ego, ubi _ | 
| A 


con- 
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conformable to it(ſuchas the Nicene Decrees were) thu £ 
are Divine Oracles. But then their Divinity, aud 
that which is the conſequent of Divinity, Inſallibility, p 
ariſeth not from the Authority decreeing them, which I 
being but humane, could not make the Decrees divine, 
but from the matter of the Decrees which was taken our © 
of Scripture, as Bellarmine conſeſſeth a, and therefore 
divine. But if Bellarminetbioks from this particular caſe 
to draw a general Concluſion, 1 muſt make bold co ſtop 
bim in his career, till he bath cold me wbechber he thinks 


this Argument ſolid. The Fathers held the Decrees off = 
the Councel of Nice to be divine, and (ſay it were) in- fe 
fallibly true: therefore they thougbt the Decrees of all 1 
Councels divine and infallible, and conſequently the A 
ti-Nicene and Arrian Councels. If be can diſgeſt thi 5 
I will ſay he hath a Stomach as good as his Conſcience i 6 
bad. 
8. 10. Ithink it is time to take my leave of the th 
dinal, and come to the Friar S. Clara, (who being an it 5 
gum perſon,and coming laſt, hath doubtleſſe ſelectei 
e beſt weapons) and his great Argument 1 find to i © 
this: That the Fathers did generally own the infallibility * 
the Catholick Church, and conſequently the infallibility# T 
general Conncels, which are the ſame with the Church, of 
their definitions are the Determinations of the Church; thi 
he largely proſecutes cap. 20, 21, 22. For anſwer, le 5 
me premiſe what I have proved, that it this were the opt 1 
nion of the Fathers, yer ſeeing that they confeſſe then 
ſelves to be men ſabjeR to like paſſions and miſtake} ** 
with others according to that of Auſtin, neither do 4 
think, that becauſe we are Biſhops, we are not liable to int ,, 
gular motions, but rather let us conceive that we live da 
EO { 
(a) Concilium Nicenum chm digit Filium Patri eſe dutsui U 


£0nc(pjronem dedizit ex Syrigtarit, de Copciliis lib. 2. c. ia. 
eros 
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geronſiy among ft the ſnares of Temptations, becauſe we are 
23 _ ſeeing the Papiſts conſeſſe they have er- 
red in many things. therefore this, if it were true, will af 
ford no ſolid and ſufficient foundation for their faith; but 
I ſhall forgive them that infirmity. The argument (hows. 
ever he glories much in ic)bach nothing ſound from head 
to foot; how can they expect this argument ſhould pre- 
yail with us, when it is rejected by themſelves, who de- 
ny the conſequence from the infallibility of the Church 
unto that of Councels. So doth Cami rarenſis, as S. Clare 
notes, in theſe words: A general Conncel may erre in the, 
faith, beeauſe if it ſhould erre, jet it would remain that 
others without the Councel did not erre, and by conſequence, 
that the faithof the Church did not faile (b). The like ſaith 
Panor mitanus: A Councel may erre, as it bath erred; nar. 
deth this binder it, that Chriſt prayed for bu Church that it 
might not erre becauſe, although a general Conncel repreſent. 
thewhole Church, yet in truth it is not the whole Church: 
— All the Faithful conſtitute that Church whoſe Head and 
Husband Chriſt is, and that u the Church which cannot 
erre (e). The very ſame thing, and almoſt in the fame 
words, ſaith Antoni (d), where be adds an inſtance, 
That the ſaying of Jerome was preferred before the decree 
of a Cuuncel. Thus yau ſee the conſequence is by 


— 


(a) Nec arbitreris idco nobis non poſſe ſubropere injuſlam commotio - 
nem, quia Epiſcopi ſumus, ſed fois cogitemut inter laquees tentationum 
nos periculoſiſſime vivere, quia bomiaes ſumut. Epiflola 7 5. | 

(b) Concilium generale poteſi coxtra dem errare, quia ipſo fic errand 
te aubuc ſtaret aliquos extra Concilium non errare, & per conſequent fie 
dem Eccleſie non deficere. art. 3. ia queſtione viſperiarum afiert.$. 

ſe) Concilium non poteft errare,quia Chriſtus oravit pro Eccleſia ſua 
ut non deficeret; Ouia dico, quod licet Coucilium generale repraſentet 
tot amn Eccleſiam uni verſalem. non tamea eft illa Eccleſia cujus caput e 
Jorſaselt ipſe Chriſtus, & iſta eſt illa Eccleſia que errare non poteſl. 
ſuper pert. 1. Decret ſol.14*+ ; g 

(d) iu ſumma part. 3 · it. 22.6.3. de Conciliis gentralibus. ſell. 6. 
F 3 nie 


— 
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nied by three Famous Authors of their own. Nay, 
what ſay vou, if 8 Clara himſelf deny the Conſequence} 
T am greatly miſtaken, if it doth not follow from bence, 
that he-makes Councels infallible no further than. they 
are afterwards received and owned by the Church, and 
allowes them to be tallible where that reception doth 
not follow, as we ſhall ſee hereafter, and therefore the 
infallibility is fixed in the Catholick Church, not in the 
Councel, and conſequently the Church may be intallis 
ble, and yet the Councel remain fallible: as thoſe Papills 
that aſſert Councels to have their infallibility from the 
Pope, (wbich Bellarmine and the Jefuites groeraly AY 
confeſſe Councels, without the Popes confirmation 
in themſelves, to be but falliblt * for wbat the Popes cons 
firmation is in Bellarmines opinion, that the Churches 
reception is in the judgment of 8. Clara, and all the 
Authors he cites to that purpoſe. W bat ſay you ſurther, 
if S. Clara conſeſſe the falſehood of his own Concluſion? 
let the intelligent Reader jndg, His Concluſion is, There · 
fore Councels are infallible in the judgment of the Fas 
chert; and of all the Fathers he tels us St. Auſtin is the 
greateſt Aſſertor of the infallibility of Councels: now 
I aſſume, S. Aſi» in the judgment of S Clara beld, that 
Councels are fallible-This I prove from his own words: In 
Nr ſenſe Occham rightly delivers the mind of Auſtin: whe- 
#her they be-Popes or others, whether they wrot any thing is 
Councel oy out of Councel, the ſame judgment is to be paſſed 
upon them, that things are not therefore to be reputed infalli« 
bly true pertain becauſe they wrot ſo, but only becauſe they 
could prove it by Scyiptuyes,or reaſon,or miracles,or the ap- 
probation of the Univerſal Church. Thus far Orcham. Now 
followes S. Clard's em mim which doctrine of bis I judge 
moſt ſafe, and that it & ned by almoſt all Catholicks (a ), 


Ca) Denique is hut ſenſu bent dicit Occhamus de mente Angers 
LNG 
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The evidence of this place forced S8. Clara to make this 


Nay, 8 
= acknowledgment, that it ſeems to favour the opinion of 
nce, | tboſe who aſſerted the Fallibility of Councels in leſſer 
they things, (though indeed this is but a igment of his own 


brain, and a diſtinRion ſoiſted into the Text, which 
St. Auſtin never dream'd of) and he is reduced to ſuch 


che ſtraits, that he bach no other way to evade, but in ſtead 
the ofan Anſwer to oppoſe one Argument againſt another, 
alli ¶ vic. that it is ſufficient for him, that che Fathers call thoſe 
pills Hereticks,that do not adbere to the definitions of Coun- 


cels, Ergo they thought them infallible; It is Bellar- 
mine's argument, and | have already anſwer d it. And 


I ſo this Block being removed, the Cancluſion remaines 
on. firme, that St. Auſtin thought not Councels infallible. 
bes For farther confirmation whereof,| ſhall from hence col - 
the lect two Arguments, plainly proving, that St. Auſtin was 
ber. not of the judgment of the Romaniſts in this point of the 
on infallibility of Councels. 

rel 1. Becauſe no more infallibility is here granted to 
Fa, general Councels than to particular Synods, nay then to 


private Doctors. This 1 prove, becauſe St. Auſt in, and 
the Papiſts themſelves, and indeed all men allow each of 
them ſo far infallible, and their afſertions to be infallibly 
true, as they can prove chem by Scripture, or irrefragable 


3:1 | , 

Fa. reaſon, or miracles, or the approbation of the whole 

ris Church: and not one ſyllable more doth Auſtin give to 

Ned general Councels. | 

2 quam ibi vefert. 3. Dialog. tract. 1. lib. 3. c. 24. Sive ſuerint ſummi Pont i- 
Fern, five alli, ſive ſcripſerint alizuid in.Concilio generali, f ue extra, 

4 . coaſimile de iit judicium eſt habend um, ut in iis que ſcientie vel juris 

ow ſant, non ideo aliquid putetur certitudinaliter modo prediflo (ſcil. infal- 

ie libils) eſſe verum, quia iyſi ita [cripſerun', niſi id vel per Seripturam di- 

5 ulaam, vel rationes irrefragabiles, aut exerationem mi raculor um, aut per 
h approbationem univerſalis Ecclefie perſuadere volueriat. Sic Occham: 


Quam eius ſententiam tutiſſi mum eftime, & ab omnibus fere Catbolicis 
amplexam. Syſtem, fidei t. a8s num. a. 9 


—— 


2, Be- 
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2 Becauſe the Papiſts will not, and cannot according 
to their principles, truly ſpeak what St. Auſtin there 
= and therefore St. Aſtin did not think as they 
think (unleſſe they will make him one of choſe, who ſel- 
dome ſpeak as they think.) It is the known and avowed 
Dottrine of the Romiſh Church, (however difowned 
by ſome of them, whom they look on as Extrava- 

nts and Schiſmaticks, that we are bound to believe the 
Hodtrine of the Pope, ſay ſome, of the Councel lay o- 
thers, of the Pope and Councel together ſay almoſt all, 
upon the credit of their own aſſertion, without any fur- 


_ Cher reaſon, This is evident from Stapleton ® , Gregory 


de Valentia b, Tartnerus ©, and Bellarmine in ſeveral 
you one I ſhall inſtance in, It i one thing (faith 

e) to interpret a Law as a Door, (that requires learning) 
anotber thing to interpret it as a Fudg, (that requires Au- 
thority:) a-Doftor propounds not hu opinion as n:ceſſary to 
be ſallomed, farther than reaſon induceth . but a fudge 
Propounas his opinion with a neceſſity of following it. The Fa- 
thers expound Scripture as Doctors or Lawyer 5,but the Pope 
and Conncels as Fudres or Princes d. And now let 8. 
Clara himſelf judge, i he will deal candidly, whether St. 
Anſtin & Bellarmine were of a mind, or(which is all one) 
whether St. Auſtin did receive the Decrees of Councels 
as of Judges and Princes, barely upon the credit of their 


authority or aſlertion, as the Papiſts ſay he did, or onely 


—— 


contra Whitah. ia variis hein. (b) Lib. 8. Anal. Fd. (e) In” 
Coltoquio Ratisborenſs. ſeſ.g, (d) Aliud eft interpretari legem more 
Doctoris, aliud more Fuditis: ad ex;licationem more Dofloris reguiritur 
eruditio, ad explicationem more Tudicis requiritur autboritas, Dotlor 
enim non proponit ſuam ſententiam ut neceſſarid ſeguend am, ſed ſolum 
quatenus ratio ſuadet; at Tudex proponit ut ſequendum neceſſarid. — At» 
geſtinus & cater; Patres in Commentariis fungebantur officio Doflorum, 


at Concilia & Poatifices funguatur officio Juditit. De verbi Dei inter- 
20 


Fretatione lib. 3 c. ic. verſus finem, 
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is Doctors, becauſe they could prove what they ſay from 
Scripture or reaſon, as St. Auſtin in ter mini: aſletts. 

F. 11, But becauſe it is of ſome concernment to un- 
derſtand Auſtin- mind in this point,(whole authoritie is 
ſo venerable both to them and us, and whom both parties 
willingly admit for Umpire in this controverſie) I ſhall 
further conſider what S. Clara alledgeth from him for 
this purpoie, The paſſage he pleads is this: Untill that 
which was wholſomely belit ved, wat confirmed, all dowbts 
removed by a general Conncel (a): Therefore ſaith S. Clara 
it is not lawful to donbt after the definitions of Councels(). 
Put it into a Sllogiſm, and it is this, That which ſo 
confirms a Truth, as to remove all doubts, is infallible: ' 
but a general Councel fo confirmes a truth, as to remove 
all doubts, Ergo. The Major is denied: for a private 
Miniſter may by the evidence of Scripture or Reaſon ſo 
confirm a truch,as to remove all doubt from the hearers, ' 
and yet is not cherefore infallible. There are then two 
wayes, whereby doubts may be removed, 1. By the 
infallibility of che Authority: Thus when God tels me 
that which ſeems improbable to reaſon, this ſhould re- 
move all doubt. 2. By the evidence of Arguments, and ſo 
their argument proceeds 4 genere 4d piciem aff irmative, 
thus a general Councel removeth doubts, ergo they do it 
by the infallibility of their Authority, it ſolloweth not, 
for you ſee they may do it by the evidence of their argu- 
ment. And this Anſwer might very well ſuffice: But that 
I may give them full ſatisfaRian (if poſſibly the intereſt 
ol theſe men would lufler their conſciences to open their 
eyes) ſhall prove that it was ſo, and that S. Auſtin ſpeaks 
of this latter way of removing doubts, i. e. by their con- 


* 
em. 
—— — 


(a) Donec plenzrio totius orvis Concilio quod ſaluberrim? ſentiebatur, 
etlam remotis dubit ationibus firmavetur. lib, . con. Donatiſl as c. 7. 


in 


(Nen licet igitar dubitare poll def tines Conciliares, 


vincing 
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vincing arguments, not by their iniallible authority. This 


plainly appears by conlidering the contexture of the 
words: Leſt [ſhould ſeem, faith he ,onely to prove it by bus 
wane Arguments, becauſe the obſcurity of thu queſtion did 
in former times, before the ſchiſme of Donatus, make great 
and worthy Biſhops and Provincial Councels differ among 
tbemſelvet, untill by a general Conncel, that which was 
whol/om:ly believed was confirmed, and all doubts re moved, 
all bring out of the Goſpel infallible arguments». Where 
E plainly ſee, that he cals the Authority of Councels 

ut a Humane argument and Authority, and that he ac - 
knoledgeth none but Scripture arguments to be certa, 
certain or infallible, as is evident trom the Antitheſis. 

2. This appears moſt undeniably from a parallel place, 
where St. Auſtis ſpeaks thus of Cyprian That holy man 
ſuffociently ſbewed, that he would bave changed bis opinion, 
if any bad demonſtrated to him that Baptiſme might be ſo 
given,$c.> And a little after, be would have yielded 
to a general Councel,;f the truth of that. queſtion had in his 
time been evidenced, and declared, and confirmed by a gene- 
ral Cauncel c. And he gives the reaſon of his yeilding, 
- Becavſcthat holy Soul mould have yeilded even to one man 
declaring and demonſtrating the Truth d, much more to 
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a general Councel. ln all which it is plain, that it was not 
any preſumed infallibility of the Councel, but the clears 
Me neſſe of the truth, and the ſtrength of their arguments 
id which would have ſatisfied Cypries in S. Auſtin: judg- 
as ment- 3. This may be irreiragably proved from hence, 
"s  thatSt. Afi» makes this the peculiar property of the 
4 F holy Scripture (by which it is diſtinguiſhed from, and ad- 
41 vanced above all the opinions, decrees, or writings of all 
re Biſhops in or out of Councels) that we may not doubt of 
els any thing contained in it. The words are expreſſe, and 
Co brought in with a Quu neſcidt. Who knowes not that the 
4, i holy Scripture is ſo preferred before all the Letters of ter- 
35 pr, that we may not ſo much as doubt or debate concer* 
e, ning aw) thing contained in them, whether it be true or no. 
an But the Letters of the Biſhops may be re proved by Counceli, 
, if they (werve from the trath; and Provincial Councels muſt 
fo peil roGeneral.Councels, and ſor mer general Councels are 
ed t corrected by the latter (a): where there is a gradation 
2 rom Biſhops to Provincial, and thence to General Coun- 
er cels, but all of them are in this reſpect poſtpoſed to the 
8 Scripture, that we may lawfully doubt of any thing con- 
an tained in their Det tees, and where they ſwerve from the 
40 truth, re ject it. And nothing more evinceth the ſtrength 
of this argument, than the ſillineſſe of our Adverſaries 
evaſions: He ſpeaks of queſtions of Fatt and Ceremony, not 


7 Faith, ſaith Bellarmine and Stapleton, whereas the ques 
2 ion there diſputed was, whether perfons Baptiſed by 
* * EW - 

— () Luis neſciat ſanflam Scrituwam—omnibus poſteriorum Epiſcos 
ye porum Iiteris ita præponi, ut de illa omnino dubitari aut diſceptars non 
of poſſit,utrum verum vel certum ſit quicquid in ea ſcriptum eſſe confliterit, 
yr Kgſcoporum autem literas—per Concilia licere reprebendi, ſi quid in 
* in forte à veritate de viatum ef: e concilia per Provincia plenario- 


rum Conciliorum authoritati cedere, & ipſa plenaria (pe priora ſterige 
ribus emendari, lihc2-c0urg Danatifas c. 3. ELD 


$3 The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith, 
Hereticks ſhonld be rebaptized, which the Fathers for- 
merly made, and the Papiſts now make a queſtion of 
Faith. — emendantur (faith Stapleton) he means 
perſectiùs explicantur. If you ask in what Dictionary or 
Author the word emendantur is ſo taken, you muſt un- 
derſtand that it followes 4 majori ad minus: that if our 
Romiſh Maſters may coin new Articles of Faith, which 
diverſe Papiſts profefſe they may, much more may they 
deviſe new ſignifications of words, But I would know 
of theſe Doctors what they would think, or at leaſt what 
difcreet and ſober men would think of that Author that 
ſhoald ſay, Libri Moſis a Prophetis emendantur, or Scripe 
14 Prophttarum ab Apoſtelis emendantur: and yet if Sta- 
pletons Lexicon may be uſed, it were an harmleſſe ex. 
Pr But if theſe men will give St. Aſtin leave to 
the interpreter of bis own words, he hath ſufficiently 
open d bis mind, by making emendare and reprcbendere 
parallel expreſſions, and by ſpeaking of ſuch an Emenda- 
tion as follows after, oris conjoined with a doubting of 
the truth of what was delivered by the Councel. This 
may ſer ve for the third Propoſition. | 
F 12, And here I might give my ſelf aſuperſedeas, 
baving ſhewed the imbecillity of their principal Proofs 
from the 'Fatbers ; but e abundanti | ſhall adde the 
fourth Propoſition, which is this; That it doth appear the 
Antients did believe the fallibility of Councels. The ſor- 
mer propoſition ſhewed, that they could not prove their 
Aſler tion, and this I hope will diſprove it. But becauſe 
what bath been already ſaid may ſerve for that end alſo, 
I ſhall be the briefer in this, and (hall only mention three 
arguments to prove it, 
I, They who make Scripture proof neceſſary to com- 
mand the belieſe of Doctrines or matters of Religion, 
do not hold the infallibility of Councels, but ſo tid the 
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Fathers: Ergo, The Major is evident from hence: de- 
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cauſe one infallible Aubority is ſufficient, and the addi 
tion of another, though it may tend ad melius efſe, yet it 
cannot be neceſſary ad eſſe(for then the tormer were not 
ſufficient.) And the Papiſts, who believe the infallibilicy 
of Popes.or Councels, do profeſſe eo nomine that dcrip- 
ture proof is not neceſſary , & that the Churches autbos 
rity without Scripture· evidence is ſufficient. When 
Whitakyr urged the neceſſity of Scripture-proof to ſhew 
the Church, for proof of the Scriptures prerogative a- 
bove the Church, Stapleton roundly anſwers, that fuch 
proof is not neceſſary to a Chriſtian man, and a believer. a For 
the Minor, that the Fathers did judge Scripture · proof 
neceſſary, bath been already ſhewed, and will hereafter 
be made good; and to prevent tedious repetitions 1 ſhall 
now forbear it. 

2. They who allow the people liberty of examination 
ol all that any men, ſince the Apoſtles, ſay, do not be- 
lieve the infallibility of Councels: but ſo do the Fathers. 
The major is evident from the confeſſion and practice of 
our Adverſaries, who believing the infallibity of the 
Pope or Councels, do enjoy the reception of their De- 
crees and in junctions without examination. 4 Chri- 
ſtian ought to receive the Churches deftrine without cm- 
nation, ſaith Befarmine b. The Minor bath been proved 
from the expteſſe words of the Fathers. 

3. They that derogate Faith from all men without ex- 
ception, beſides the Apoſtles, do not hold the infallibi- 
licy of Councels: but ſo do the Fathers, Ergo. The 
Major needs no proof: for the Counceis are made up 
of men, and ſuch too as are confeſſed to be each of chem 
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| (6) Renin Chriſfliano & Catholico — buju[modi probatio ueceſſa- 
via nos eſl. De Author: Scripture lib. 3. c. t. in fide. | 
(b) Debet chriſtiauus ſine examine 1 ecipere doflrinam Eccleſia. Bel. 
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. fallible: Nor do they pretend to any Enthuſiaſme , or 


immediate Revelation. The Minor alſo bath been fully 
to which I ſhall adde one out of Aaſtin: If it be 
confirmed by aut hority of Scripture, we are to believe it with 
ont all doubting; but for other witneſſes, or their teſtimonies, 
4 man may believe, or not believe, as he appre hends what they 
ſay hath weight or vor (a). It is true, S Clara ſayes, that 
S. Auſtin doth not onely prefer Scripture before particular Au- 
thors (b): which, bow falſe it is, ſufficiently appears from 
the teſtimony of Auſtint, which I have even now 
diſcuſſed, wherein you plainly ſaw in Occam's and S. 
Claas own judgment, St. Auſtin politively took away 
all difference between Councels and private Doctors in 
this particular, and equally denied all i to both of 
them. Thus | hope I have ſufficiently: proved what 1 
undertook concerning the ſuppoſed Tradition and the 
teſtimonie of the Fathers. in reterence to the inſallibility 
of Councels. This is the firſt Branch; the infallibility 
of Councels is not made known to us by Tradition: the 


next Propoſition muſt ſnew, That it is not revealed in 


Scripture. 

$.13. This therefore is the ſecond Branch, That the 
infallibility of Councels hath no Foundation in Scrip- 
ture. | 

1. I might juſtly infiſt upon what bath been already 
mentioned concerning the Doctrine of the Romaniſſs 
about the inſignificancy and inſufficiency of the Scrip- 


— 


(a) Si Diviaarum Scripturarum — perſpicua ſirmetur authoritatt, 


fone ulla dubitatione credendum eſt. A liis verd teſtibus vel teſlimouiit, qui. 


bus aliquid credendun eſſe fundetur, tibi credere vel non credere liceaty 
2 7 moment i ad fac iendam fidem babere vel non habere pertende- 
14s, Epil. 112. 

b) Dico Auguſtinmm hic ſolim preferre Scripturas particularibus 
un. 5yddem. bd ubj ſupra, 1 8 5 


ture 


„„ % „ t a=» = @ #@@ -& 2 pu ww © 


DS 


The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith. 85 


tur to ground my faith without the Churches Authborie 


ty. And ſurely they chat profeſſe they are not bound 
to believe the Divinity of Chriſt, were it nor forthe 
teſtimony and interpretation of the Church,z.e. the Pop 

or a Councel (which is their aſſertion) muſt needs give 
us the ſame liberty co aſſert,that a Chriſtian is not bound 
to believe what the Scripture faith concerning the inſalli- 
bility of che Popeor Councels, but for the teſtimony of 
the Pope and Councels, that is, we have no reaſon to 
believe their infallibilicy, but this, that they tell us they 


are infallible, we have their word for it; ſo it ſeems the 


Diſciple is better than his Maſter, and the Pope's word 
will go further than the word of God: for the Scrip- 
tures Teſtimony is not to be credited in its own cauſe, 
ſaith Bellarmine a, as the Churches Teſtimony is. When 
the papiſts would preſſe the Scripture to the ſervice of this 
notion, it may ſay to them, as Fepthah did to the Elders 
of Iſrael, ud. 1 1. 7. Did not je hate me, and expel! me ont of 
my mothers houſe,and why are you come unto me nom, when ze 
e in diſtreſſe? And upon condition they will reply * 
with the Gileadites, Therefore we turne againe to thee new 
that thon mayeſt be our head. I will overlook that other- 
wiſe unpardonable fault, (by which they have rendred 
the Scripture unſerviceable co their purpoſe) and once 
more they ſhall have a fair tryal. whether the infallibility 
of Councels can be demonſtrated from Scripture. 

g. 14+ The firſt and principal ſupport of infallibility 
is 1 Tim. 3. 15, where the Church. is called the Pillar 
and ground of Truth. This is the Jjacis clypens, 
which you ſhall find uſed upon all occaſions, and inſi · 


—ů 
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| (a) Etiamſs Scriptura dicat librot Prochetarum & Apololorum eſſe 
divinot, ta men non cred am eſſe, niſ prius id credidero, Scrigturam quæ 
boc dicit,efie drvinam, Nam in Alcorano Mabametis paſſi m lezimas ip- 
ſum Alaaum de cab à Doo mim. : 
nicely 
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nitely repeated by every impertinent ſcribler of the Ro- 


miſh party. 
For anſwer, to paſſe over that notion of our acute 
Chillingworth, that it is not the Church, but 7imethy, 
who is there called the ground and pillar of Truth, and 
ſo there is onely an Ellipſis of the word at, which is very 
frequent, e for &'; va&, or of the word or 51s, tor 
a® er, as the learned Gataker obſerves, and there are 
diverſe inſtances of either of them. So the ſence is, that 
thow mighteſt behave thy ſclfe in the Houſe of God, the 
Church, as a Pillar, or as becomes a Pillar. And be gives 
this notable reaſon for it, becauſe it was heterogeneous 
to call that Church a Pillar, which in the ſame verſe he 
had called an Houſe. And this I am ſure would puzzle our 
Maſters to anſwer. But to wave that, I anſwer "© 
1. The Church ſpoken of is not the Church of Rome, 
but the Church in which Timothy was placed, And 


whether it be ſpoken of the Church in general or in par- 


ticular, what is this co Rome? Here we find a notable 
piece of the Roman myſtery of iniquity. If there be any 
Reprooſs or Cenſures applied to any other Churches, 
there every Church mult bear its own burden: but 
if any Church be honoured in Scripture with Com- 
mendations, Promiſes, Priviledges, That preſently be- 
longs to Rome, and they have a commiſſion to ſeize it 
for their own uſe, but how unjuſtly, we ſhall here diſco- 
ver. For if you underſtand theſe words of the Citholick 
Church, or of the Church in general, then the words on- 
ly prove the indefeRibility of the whole Church, which 
may conſiſt with the errour and Apoſtacy of ſeveral, 
which then were eminent Churches, whereof we have 
unqueſtionable inſtances in the glorious Churches of 
A ſia, which notwithſtanding this promiſe ſell away: and 
conſequently Rome, though then her faich was ſamous 
Rennes? 
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them. And if you underſtand the words of a particu- 
lar Church, they muſt be underfiood of that Church in 
te WY which Timochy was placed. And if my memory fail me 
„dot exceediogly, that was not Rome but Epbeſms, 
nd which notwichltanding this character did fall away. And 
ry moreover ic was not the Church ruling, but the Church 
lor W ruled, in and over which'75mothy was ſer, which is here 
ire WF called the pillar and ground of Truth. And ſo the Argue 
bat WF ment runs thus: The Church and people of Epbeſw are 
the WF tbe pillar and ground of Truch: therefore the Pope of 
ves Rome is infallible. The conſequence is thus proved: the 
ous Pope may interpret Scripture as he pleaſeth, and though 
he © he may erre in the premiſes, as Stapleton conſeſſeth (a), 
"ur yet he is alwaies infallible in the concluſion, as the ſame 
ſh Stapleton aſſerts: Ergo the Popes infallibitie is out of the 
me, reach of all Arguments. 3 

od 2. The term of Villar notes the Solidity, but not the 
ar- infallibilitie of the Church; ic notes the dithcultie of its 
ble removal, but not the impoſſi bilitie Every ſtour:Cham= 
ny pron of Gods truth is a Pillar of the Truth, and ſuch are 
es, MW frequently called by that name in the Fathers , but 
but FF yer they are not infallible, Athanaſius was a Pillar oſ the 
m: crutch, bur not infallible. The great Oſius a Pillar of the 
be- I truth, and Nicene Faith, yet fell foully, as appears by the 
e it ſtory. Muſonius, Biſhop of Nedceſarea, is by Bafilins 
co-  Ceſericnſis inveſted with this very title of cAcc © Wlnus 
lick N #2an3«@, b Ergo by the Romane Logick Baſi/ thought 
on- him infallible, or ij he did not, then Baſil did not think 
nich choſe words implied infallibilitie. Gregory Nyſſen tels us, 
vt only Peter, “ James, and John are pillars, not only John 
Bapriſt i a Light, but alſo all that build wp the Church are 
Pillar: andlights<, Therefore it ſeems all Miniſters are 
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infallible: Male-children are called oo: el, the pillars 
of their Families, among the Greek Poers; and Geta, 8 
faichful ſervant in Terence, is called Columen Familie, 
the pillar ofthe Family; For ought 1 know, if thoſe men 
would go to Rome, and upon the credit of this word fue 
out a writ of priviledge, they might be as infallible as the 
Pope himſelf. 

3. This Phraſe , Tbe Church i the Pillar of Truth, 
may note the Churches duty, not ber practice, and what 
ſhe ought to be, not what ſhe alwaies is. Ihey ſhall not 
ſay this is gratis dictum, I will make it good by parallel 
inſtances, wherein they ſhall ſee the abſurdity of theit 
argument. Rulers are not a terror to g0:d works, but to the 
evill, Rom.13.3. If this argument be good, the Church 
is a Pillar,&c. ſhe cannot erre, then this alſo is good, that 
Rulers cannot be a terror to good works. None but one 
that comes from Bedlam would aſſert the latter, & none 
but one that comes from Nome would conclude the -for- 
mer. Thus our Saviour faich of his Miniſters, Te are the 
ſalt of the world. ye ave the light of the wor la, Math 5. Erge 
by this argument, this Salt eonid not looſe its favour, and 
no Miniſter can be in the darke, but every one mult be in- 
faſlible. Thus Prov. 16.10, A Divine ſentence # in thi 
lips of the King, his mouth tran(greſſeth not in judgment, En 
ge Kings are infallible. If che Pope had ſuch a Text in the 
New Teltament, * The Popes mouth tranſgreſſeth not is 
Judgment, you may eaſily imagine what triumphs the al 
ſertors of infallibility would have made, who can build i 
towring confidence upon ſuch pittiſul foundations: ani 
yet this doth not informe us of the practice of Kings, bs 
acquaints them wich their duty, as interpreters agree... 

4+ Tbis Phraſe (the Piliar and ground of Truth)nora 
the nece ſſity of the Churches miniftry quad nos; bur ne 
the infallibility oſ her Authority: theſe are two diſtin 
things, and the one no way conſequent upon the _ 
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- The utmoſt which'can be ſqueez'd from that phraſe is 
this, that the -Churcb doch ſupport the truth and Goſ- 
pel of Chriſt in tha world, and ts doth every ſincere; eu- 
lous defender of the truth, and eſpecially the Miniſters, 
and prime champions of the Truth, not onely when mer 
together in a general Councel, but alſo in their ſingle 
capacities, which I think will be undeniably: proved 
this Argument. The Church was the pillar and pround of 
truth for the firſt three hundred yeares aſter Chriſt and 
the Apoſtles, never did it more deſerve that name; nor 
tid it ever more diſcharge that office; but all chat time 
lf there was no cxcumenical Councel (and that is the onely 
e Conncel to whom infallibilitie is aſcribed by the Papilts) 
ch therefore either that Phraſe doth not evince infallibllitie, 
"ut i or the ſeveral Paſtors of thoſe Ages were infallible. 
ne 5. The conſequence of the argument is falſe and fri- 
ne volous, The Church is the pillar of truth, #+go ſhe is 
or. ¶ inſallible:ſor the fame Church may be a pillar 6f truth & 
the ¶ a ſeat of Error. For what is ĩt to de a Pillar of the Ftuch, 
"2" (if we draw'afide the curtain of che Metaphor Jhot to be 
nd 2 Defender. of the Faith? And who knows not that the 
ſame perlons may defend the Truth and maintain errors 
with them, unleſſe he be one that never read the Bible, 
nor Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorie? Who knows not that the ſame 
perſons, which defended the trui lf Chriſtianity-againſt 
Jewes and Pagans, did alſo maintain the Doctrine of e. 
abel, and the Hereſie of the Nicelaitantꝰ Rev. 2. and 
chat thoſe very men that owned the Foundation, did 
build the hay and ſtubble of ſalſe doctrines thereupon, 
2 Cor. 3 and chat diverſe of the ſtouteſt de ende di the 
ruth of the among the Fathers had their errors. 
as Jellar mine jedgeth? Elſe; if they wilt ſtand to 
he conſequence} it will follow by the virtue ofit;fuch a 
Maniſter preacheth the truth. Ergo he is infalfible;, and 
her] rannot preach falſe do&trine. Such a judg is the Pillar of 
The AS. Juſtice 
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juſticein the land, Ergo it is impoſſible be ſhould make 
an unjaſt decree. Proclamations are hanged upon ſuchy 
Pillar, Ergoa Libel cannot be faſtned there. - | 
6. Their Argument proceeds from a declaration a 
the Churches preſent ſtate, (for that is all that place ab 
ſerts, vix. that the Chureh then was a Church and pillar 
of Truth) to an aſſurance of its perpetual continuance in 
that ſtate, which is quite another thing.” Which kind 
ofargumentacion, if it might paſſe for current, it would 
work brave exploits: for then it would follow, The citie 
of Son was an habitation of righreomſne ſſe, a pillar of trui 
and juſtice, Ergo the Prophet Eſay was miſ-inform'd, 
when be ſaid, 7 he Faithful City i become an Harlet, & 
45 ſall of judgment, rightecnſneſſe lodged in it, but 
murderers, Iſa. 1.21. Nay then che Churchof EN 
is Orchodox in the Roman fence. Prebatur. It was the 
pillat of Truth, viz. When it was the Pope's Aſſe, E 
It is:ſo ſtil; and the Papiſts ſlander us, when they ſay we 
are fallen away. The Church was a Virgin in che Ap. 
Mes dayes, ſaich Egeſeppus, Ergo ſhe is not now corry 
ted, nor indeed can be: For 1 muſt tell yon, the f 
can do more than all the: Apoſtles either pretended 
did i for they could not even while they lived whe 
keep the Church from dual corruption, but the Pope 
keeps her from all poſſihilitie of corruption. ' Thus t 
+ page +. and it is na mar vel he is infall 


C. 15, The ſecond place. of principal moment all 
ed ſor the inſallibili ie of the Church, and Councels 
Matz, 17, where all are commanded to 
the Chynch, and they that hear her not, ure be acc 
as Heathensand Publicam: - Ergothe Church of Romiri 
infallidle. For this is the comfort, whatever is in the 
miles, Raumes infallibilicie is in the Conchafion, and 
Church of -Rewe , that...can diſpence wuh -Gol 
ie $ 8 | 
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lawes (a well diſpence with Syllogiſtical rules, by 
which . not 2 be more in the concluſion than 18 
the premiſes, but that Law was made for Subjects, but not 
for our Sovereign Lord the Pope. To this may be added 
another place they vebemently urge, Luk. 10. 16. He 
that beareth you, beareth me, Ergo the Church is infallible. 
Ai. Whatever theſe texts prove, what right bath the 
Church of Rowe to her monopolie of the priyiledges bere 
conveyed? or why may not che Greek or Engliſh Chur- 
ches and their Miniſters claim the benefit of them? The 
words have an indifferent aſpect to all of them. 

2.  Theconſequence is falſe, Chriſtians muſt bear the 
Church and Miniſters, Ergo they are infallible: which L 
thus prove. Children mult obey their Parents, and if 
they do not, they muſt dye for it, Deut. 21, are Parents 
therefore infallible? Subjects muſt obey their Magiſtrates 
or dye for it, of. 1. 18. Whoſorver will not hrarken unto thy 
wordr, he ſhall be put to death: it ſeems then Magiſtrates 
are infallible. For this is the Argument by which the Ro- 
maniſts pretend to prove the infallibility of the High- 
Prieſt of the Jewes; becauſe they that would not hear 
bim. were to be put to death, Dent. 47, Nay this very 
text Lx. 10. deltroyes that ſenſe which tbe Romaniſts 
would faſten upon it: For ſeeing it is not the Apoſtles 
but ſeventy Diſciples, & they too not as met in a Coun- 
cel; but as preaching the Gotpel ſeverally, or (at moſt) 
by pairs, whom they are, under ſuch dtead ſul penalties, 
commanded to hear, if it be concluſwe far inſallibilitie, it 
proves the infallibilitie of every Manilter, or at leaſt of e- 
very pair of them. 1 92 

„ Secadim pleaitudinem pat eſtatit de jure ſupra jut poſſumiys di- 
ſhenſare a Innocent, 5. j decret. de conce(, Præbrud. iit B. c. opeſait. & 
dn Glofſater, Nam edit Ayoſtolum difpenſat; item cu nir vet Te- 
famentum, G 
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3. Tt'is agreed between them and us, that Chirifh 
Hanes the Cenſures of the Church Ma. 18. and there. 
ſore ſurely, iſ it prove the Churches infallibility in any 
thing, it muſt be in the matter there ſpoken of, v. in 
Church · cenſures: But they grant the Church is Fallible 
in her cenſures, as depending upon Teſtimonie and mat. 
ters of Fact: and therefore it is ridiculous to inſet from 
thence her infallibility in other things which are not ſpo- 
ken of in this place. | 
4 The Church and Miniſters are to be heard, not ſim · 
ply and in all things, but onely in the Lord, and what 
they ſ peak according to his words. This is denied by the 
Papiſts, ho poſitively aſſert, that they are to be heard in 
all things, & without examination, as we have ſeen from 
their own words. It is therefore neceſſary to ſay ſome · 
thing to overthrow this lawleſſe liberty and boundlelly 
authority aſcribed by them to the Church, for this is 
their yg 4474, or one of their radical miſtakes. 
1. That which Chriſt denies to the Apoſtles is not to 
be aſcribed to the Church: But Chriſt denies this abſo- 
Juce Authority to the Apoſtles Matth. 2310 Be ye nat 
walled Maſters, for one is your maſter even Chriſt, where it 
is not the Name, but Thing which is probibited,even m- 
iſterium fide;,or the uſurpation of an abſolute authority 
an Teachers, and the exaction of an univerſal belief and 
blind obedience in hearers, which was the errourof the 
Phariſees here condemned by our Saviour, for ſo they 
faid: Tos are to believe all the ſayings of our Rabbines is 
their Homilies no liſſe chan the Law of Moſer: And again, 
al their words are the very words of God, are their expreſs 
fions in the The/mnud. It cannot be denied that Chriſt 
* that Authoritie from the Apoſtles, which be 
alcribes to himſelf, but if the popiſh opihion were true, 
the Apoſtles had as great Authoricy as Chxiſt * 
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for the height of Chriſts authority is expreſſed in theſe 
words (nor can more be ſaid of God bimſelf) biz foall 
Je hear in all things. Aft. 3. 22, This indeed the popiſh 
Doctors moſt blaſphemouſly arrogate tothemſelyes ſas 
you have ſeen) but ſo did not the Apoſtles, they bad not 
ſo learned Chriſt, they alwaies obſerved their diſtance: 
Be follower s of us 45 we are of Chriſt, I have received of 
the Lordthat which I delivered St. Paul denies that he 
had dominion over their Faith, 2 Cer. 1: 24. Not that wo 
have dominion over your Faith, lle warrant you Pax! de- 
nied it to bimſelf, becauſe it was Peters prerogative; 
for it is certain St. Peters Succeſſors c— it, for 
Dominion and SubjeRion are Relatives. And if the peo- 
ple owe an abſolute ſubjection of their Faith to thei 

Teachers, the Teachers have an abſolute Dominion over 
the Faith of the people. In ſhort, this ſottiſh Doctrine 
of an implicit Faith muſt needs be Apocryphal,ſo long as 
the Epiſtle to the Galathians is canonical, and eſpecially 
Gal. 1. 8. Though we or an Angel from Heaven preach any 
other Goſpel let him be acc urſed: And he is not contents 
ed with a ſingle aſſertion, but adds, As we ſaid befare,ſo ſay 
1 now again=let him be accurſed: Which if the Reader 
compare with that abominable paſſa 
if the Pope ſhoulg erre in 1 
Virtues, the Church were bound to believe vices d he g 
and virtues to be evil (a), he will be able to jud 
ther the Faith of the preſent Romiſh Church be 

with that of the Apoſtles dayes, or. not: and whether 
they wlio are ſo liberal in diſpenſing their Anathemas to 
all that differ from their ſentiments, do not juſtly tall un · 
der the Anathema here denounced, 
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(a) si Papa erraret pretiniendo vitia & probibendo virtutes, tenes 
retur Eccleſia credeve vitia eſſe dona & virtutet malas, De Romano 
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2. If paſtours are to be heard in all things, then peo» 
ple cannot {in in obeying their Paſtours,(elſe they ſhould 
+ ſin in doing their duty, ) but people may iin in obeying 
their Paſtours. Me thinks this ſhould need no proof, but 
I find this to be the temper-of our Adverlaties,they who 
give the hardeſt meaſure to us, expect the higheſt meaſure 
rom us, and they of whom we may ſay (as Galen did of 
Moſet) mmita dicunt, mbil probant, they ſay much, and 
prove nothing, will yeild us nothing, but what we mult 
win by dint of Argument. | h 
Therefore 1 ſhall prove it briefly, The Jewes ſinned 
in following Aaron Doctrine: thiſe be thy Godr, O Iſrael, 
So the Prophet Jeremy frequently condemns them for 
obeying the Decrees of their Prieſis in his time, And 
our Saviour hath put it out of doubr, - ſpeaking of the 
Jewiſh Teachers, Math.15. If the blind lead the blind, both 
will ſall into the Ditch. - And St. Peter aſſures us, (if big 
Sneceſfors will pleaſe to give bim credit) that the Jewes 
were guilty of a great ſinne in Chriſts death, though 
they did it in obedience co the Decrees of their Rulers, 
Act. 3. 14,17. 
2. If people are allowed to examine the Doctrine: 
of their Teachers by the Word ere they receive them, then 
they are not to be heard in all things: but people are 
allowed fo to examine. = All the doubt lies about the I a 
Minor and yet who can doubt of that, who ever read I r« 
theſe following places. Take beed that no man deceive you, i #1 
for — — come in my n 244.5. Prove all i of 
things, hald faſt that bil hj i grod, 1 Theſ. 5. 21. Prove Wt! 
the Ipirit, 1 John 4.1.- It ic true Bellarmine ſaith, Theſe 
precepts belong anely to Learned men (a). And Gretſerus 
| | 4 
(a) Predifla mandata non ad amnes ſed ad [elos Doblgres pertinent, 


De verbi Dei interpretatione; lb, 34.10, . 
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gives this reaſon for it, becauſe the anſearned people are 
vor able to examine(a). Very good, it ſeems then, none 
but the Learned can have their ſences exerciſed to diſcerme 
berween good and evil, Heb 5.14. And it is the priviledge 
of ſhepheards onely, which Chriſt made the Character of 
all his ſheep, that they know hir voice, and could difbin- 
guiſe it from the voice of Strangers, Job. 10. 4. J. It 
ſeems Chriſt ſpoke to the Learned onely, when he ſaid, 
Starch tne Scripture, Joh. 5. 39. It ſeems the learned 
T beſſalenians onely were bound to bold faſt chat which is 
good, for that goes with their proving, and proving was 
in order to bolding ſaſt. It ſeems the Bren, Dm Pax! 
commends for examining his doctrine by the Scriptures, 
Act. 17. were Maſters of Arts, and Btrea was an Univer. 
fitie, and 2vrtree implies that they had Academical 
education: and the Apoſtle meant it onely of the Univer- 
ſitie,when he writ to the City of Corinth, I ſpeak av towiſe * 
min, judge ye what I ſay, 1 Cor. 1015. Nay, the miſ- 
chief is, it this be granted, their work is not done: for if 
the learned may examine, that is ſufficient for our purs 
poſe, for ſuch are many Lay-men(as they are called, ) and 
diverſe of the Clergy,who have no ſhare in the Churches 
— and therefore are as much bound to ſubje« 

ion as any of the people: and conſequently the Rulers 
are not ſimply to be obeyed, nor their doctrine blind] 
received upon their own credit. But (ſaith Bella ming 
indeed doubtful doit vines are to be examined,but the doffrine 
of lawful Miniſters is not doubtful but openly goadſ b). I ſee 
the Cardinal intended to ſhew his wiſdom, reſerving the 


— D—Q— 


0 Cun ein. andi omnes Tirity at 7 Ace- | 
prum hec fleben: dre dum 1 — in Dee TIT * 
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diſcovery of his Honeſty to another time: ZBellarming 
was reſolved to take a Poſt, which he might be ſure to 
keep he knew the Hereticks would be nibling about the 
premiſes,and therefore he leaves the guarding of themto 
others, and reſolves to hold the Concluſion, ( which be 
knew was not good manners to deny.) But if ſuch do- 
ctrine as our teachers deliver be eo nomine evidently good 
and true, then theſe commands of trying are boch dan. 
getous (ſeeing they ſuppoſe and allow of doubrs) and 
truſtraneous, (ſince l may ſafely receive them without 


ty a 

= A third place for the infallibility of 
the Church and Councels is Joh. 16,3. When the Spirit 
of trnah is come, he will guide han into all truth Hence Bek 
lemi thus argues: Chriſt peabt not of the Apoſtles only, 
bat af their Succt ſſors, becauſe be ſaith, the Comforter ſoull 
hide with you for ever, ch. 14. 16. i. e. with them and thei 
Sweceſſors for ever, But Chriſt doth not lead the Bison 
ſeverally conſidered into all truth, therefore he leads then 
into truth when they are gathered together; and ſering thert 
Js wo greater Chair in the Church, by which God teacheth a 
thaw the Popr,when a Councel is added to him, if his Chai 
foonld erre, how this promiſe u true, [ he will teach you 
trumb, ] I ſee not *. That may be too: Bernardus non vide 
anni, and why ſhould Robhertus do it. 


(a) Alter locus eſt Joh. 16. Spiritus veritatis docebit vos omnem : 
vitatem. Et ne putemus hoc dic! ſolit Apofiolis & nos etiam ſucte 
ribus. Cap. 1 4. aperte Dominus teſtatur ſpiritum ſanctum mauſ. 
cum Apdſtolis in ateruum, i. cum eis. & cum ſucciſſoribut perpela 
Epiſcopos ſcor ſim exiitentes non docet ſpiritus ſauctus omnem verita 
ergo ſaltem Epiſcopos omnes in unum coagregatos docebit omnem 
tem & ſane cum non (it in Eccleſia major aliqua Cathedra, per 
Deus nos doceat,quim ſummi Poatificis Cathedra, adjuntlo conſenſy 
neralis Concilii, þo her etiam Cathedra falli poteſt cum univerſam 
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winll Ani. 1. Theſe words, if extended beyond the Apo- 
ret (les, do not imply any infallibility; or if they do, a man 
the may with as great colour deduce the infallibility,nay the 
mio - omniſciency of all Believers, from 1 Job. 2. 20. It have 
abe i nt ion from the holy one, and ye know all things: and v. 
27. the ſame auointing teach:th you all things, All Truth 
300d in the text is onely meant of all truths neceſſary to ſalva- 
tion( nothing being more familiar in Scripture-uſe, than 

and for general expreſſions, as all men, very crtat ure, &c. robe 
bout under ſtood with tacit limitations )nor are all whom God 
leads into truth, infallibly led into it, unleſs they will make 
all ſincere Chriſtians infallible, for ſuch are led by the 
Spirit into truth, but not all in the ſame manner and de- 
gree,as the Apoſtles were. So the Popiſh argument pro- 
ceeds 4 genere ad ſpeciem affirmative: They are led into 
truth, ergo they are infallibly led- 

2. There is nothing in that text 70h. 16; to ſhewthe 
extent of that promiſe to the Apoſſ les ſucceſſors, which 
Bellarmine ſufficiently diſcovers, by deſerting this place 
and fetching in another to his aid oh. 14 ſo his argument 
is cunningly patched up of two places. That God would 
ſead them into all truth he proves from Joh. 16. That God 
will do this for ever, he would fain prove from Joh 14. 
whereas this place doth not ſay, that God wenld lead tie 
Apoſtles into all truth for ever, but onely that the Spirit 
ſoonld abide with them for ever, and that as a Comforter, 
which is quite another thing: if not, let me ſee that 
Papiſt that will ge it under his hand, that every one 
with whom the Spirit abides as a Comforter, is infallible. 
And yet if 1 ſhoutd wink at this fraudulent dealing of 
Bellaymines, and admit the phraſe for ever into the prin- 
cijal Text, this would nor infer a neceſſity of ſtretching 
this promiſe beyond the Apoſtles, partly, becauſe in Scri- 
— that phraſe doth frequently denote the term oſ 
lige an Ex0d-21, 6, The ſervant is tobe with bit maſttt for 

1 ever 
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cer, and 1 King.12.7. they will be thy ſervants for ever 
and principally becauſe in ſtricteſt propriety of ſpeec 
the ſpirit of God did and doth for eyer abide in the per 
ſons of the Apoſtles. As God bezrorbs every one of hi 

to him for euer, Hoſ. 2. 19. and is their portion ic 
ever, Pſal. 73. 6. and the water that Chriſt gives to hi 
people(which be lumſelf expounds of the Spirit, fob, 7.28, 
29.) is in them for ever. ohn 4.14. | 
3. Ifthis promiſe of /cading into all truth, be unders 
flood of the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors in the ſame 
manner, that is ſo as to make them boch inſallible, then 
as the Apoſtles ſeverally conſidered were infallible, 
and nor onely when combined in Councels, ſo alſo ar 
their ducceſſors each of them infallible, (which all Papiſty 
deny.) It is a ſtrange way of arguing which Belarmin 
uſeth. The Apoſtles ſeverally conſidered were inta!lible 
by virtue of this promiſe, and their Succeſſors are com- 
prebended in this promiſe; and their Succeſſors are not 
wfallible in their ſingle capacities, (as the Apoſtles were: 
Ergo they are infallible when they are gather d cogetber 
This is that I told you before, & hete you ſee it exempli 
fied, though Fallibilitie de in the premiſes, yet you ſhal 
be ſure to meet wich iniallibilitie in the Concluſion. 

4. If this promiſe of the Spirit did contain infallibi 
tie, and did extend beyond the Apoſtles, yet certainly 
it is a molt unreaſonable thing not only to communicate 
but appropriate this promiſe of the dpitit to ſuch as have 
not the Spirit: ſuch are all ungodly men, Jade verſe 1 
=»ſenſual, not having the Spirit. Vea, in that very plac 
which the Papiſts urge tor the perpetual reſidence a 
Gods ſpirit in Popes and Biſhops, ob. 14, there is a pol 
tive excluſion of all ungodly men ſrom any ſhare thege: 
in, verſ. 17. The Spirit .of Truth whom, the Vierld caun 
receive, becauſe ut ſeeth him not, neither knowerh bins 
Character aſcribed by God bimſelfe to all wicked 
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1 Tobn 3.6. Whoſo:ver finnet b(be he Chriſtian, Miniſter; ot 
Pope) harh na ſcen him, nc it her known him So in this Argu- 
ment they run upon a double abſurditie. 1. That they 
denie the promiſed guidance of the Spirit unto thoſe E- 
lect, Holy, and humble Chriſtians, who are the one per- 
ſons that in Scripture- account have the Spirit, and are led 
the Spirit, and walk, after the Spirit. 2. That hey 
enge the infallible guidance of the Spirit to rbok 
that have not ſo much as the general conduct of the Spi- 
tit which is common to all Chriſtians: 

5.- That you may ſee the deſperateneſſe of the Popiſh 
cauſe, you may obſerve, that Be&armine bimſelf elje- 
where denics the concluſion, which in this place be ftrives 
to obtrude upon us: For here he inferres the i1nfall» 
bilitie of Councels but elſewhere he laies down this peſi 
tion. That a general Councel may erre, and is not infallible, 
except the Pope confirmes them; that is to ſay, The 
Councel in it ſelf is Fallible, the Pope onely is mfallible, 
of which more by and by: And thus according to Bei- 
larmines opinion, the Biſhops neither ſeverally nor con- 
junctly are infallible, but in truth the Pope onely is in- 
fallible; And ſo Fellarmine hath not onely ſhuffled 


poſtles Succeſſots are infallible fave 
gt. reer onely. $33" 2 2 20 Witt 
8 17. A fourth place for the inſallibilitie of Coun- 
Celsis' Ad, 15. 28. For it (cemed good unto the Hely 
Obe. and to un, * upon jo no greater burden than theſe 
22 things: whence they thus argue; This Corin- 
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Conſequently all other Councels have it. A 
Anw. 1. If the Concluſion be univerſally true (which 
il it be not, it will do the Church of Rome no ſer vice) 
then the Arrian Counceis were infallible: But if they 
ſay that onely the orthodox Councels are infallible, that 
alters the queſtion, and the Church of Rome muſt firlt 
— her Orthodoxy, and then ber infallibilitie, and to 
Ipeak truth, ſhe may prove che one as ſoon as the other. 
2+ The utmoſt importance of this pbraſe is, that they 
made this Decree by the direction of the Holy Ghoſt, 
It ſeemed. good to we by the Direction of the Holy Gba. 
And for this there is no need to deviſe anew Phexames 
nan of infallible aſſiſtance to be afforded to all Councels 
(of which there is not one ſyllable in the whole Chapter) 
ſeeing there are other wayes, mentioned in that place 
in reſpe& whereof they had the Holy Ghoſts direction 
and might ſay it ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt and #0 a 
and by which the Holy Gboſt did give its Teſtimonie 
to their decree directed againſt thoſe that urged the ne- 
ceſſitie of Circumciſion upon the Gentiles. 1. It ſeemed 
good to the holy Gboſt in as much as when the Goſpel 
was preached to the Gentiles by Peter- God bare them 
witneſſe giving them the Hely Gho#t, even as be did unto uu, 
v.8. ſo making no difference between the Circumciſion 
and Uacircumciſion, 2. it ſeemed good to the holy Ghoſt; 
who in the Scripture had foretold the converſion of the 


Uacircumciſed Gentiles to the Faith, and their reception 


into the Church. And for as much as it is exceeding 


plain that the controverſie was debated in that Cauncel: 


principally if not ſolely by Scripture - Arguments, and the 
concluſion deduced from Scripture evidence, they might 
very well ſay it ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt, ir was 
conformable tothe Scripture, there being nothing more 
familiar than this, chat what is ſaid in Scripcure is aſcri bed 


tothe Holy Ct n £.1-26, The boy Ghoſt ſpake tf 
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| the mouth of David. Heb. 3. 7. Wherefare a: the holy Gheff 
ich (aith, to day if you will bear bis voice. ORE 
ce) 3. If chat pbraſe doth imply inſallibility. yet the con 
vey I ſequence doth nor hold from Apoſtles to Biſhops: Lap» 
hat peale to any Papiſt, (whoſe Candour is not gone with his 
irſt © conſcience) whether this follew, A Councel wherein 
| co I were ſeveral perſons, even in their ſingle capacities in- 
falkble, bad infallible direction, when they were met to- 
gether, Ergo, Thoſe Councels, wherein there is not on 
perſon but is conieſſed in bis ſingle capacity toibe Fal- 
lible, are infallible» If any or every Apoſtle had ſingiy 
laid, It ſeemed good to the holy Ghoſt and to me, would: this 
have inferred the Inſallibility of every fingle-Biſhup? 
They ſay no: Then let them ſhey'a reaſon why the 
Argument proceeds not as well from ſingle Apoſtles:to 
ſingle Biſhops, as from Apoſtles conjoined in Councel to 
Biſhops con joined. 

4, There is alſo another inconſequence: Ihe Apo- 
ſtles and Councel bad the Direction of the Holy Ghoſt in 
a concluſion regulated by Scripture, and collected ſtom 
it: Ergo, All following Counceis have the direction ot 
the Holy Ghoſt, aad tanno: err iu all their conclufions 
whatſoever: h not this a goody Argument? I. 
Conncel did not erre; . Ergo, no other Councel can 
erre. The words are onely aſſertive ot a preſent caſe, 
viz: of the direction oi this Councel m that point, not 
at all profflilive of any thing for the future, and chere · 
fore can give us no ſecurity at all forthe infallihihty of 
Councels tor the ſuture. It would make fine work if 
every aſſertion were turned into promiſe: I might as 
well argue, David was guided by the Spirit of . God in 
the ordering of Gudshouſe (as yau read 1 Chron. 28. 12, 
19.) therefore all. ſucceeding Kings of pudah were 
intallible. Moſes was faithful in Gods houſe, Heb. 3. 5. 
Ergo none of Afeſe;'s Succeſlors could be unfenhial. 
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Nothing can be replied, but this; That Dævid and Aeſu 
— — aſſiſtance not communicated to all — 
Aud the ſame may as truly be ſaid of this 
Councel and the Apoſtles here aſfembled; but (ſaith 
Bellarmine) Infallibility bring granted to this Councel a 
being neceſſary for the Conſervation of the Church againf 
Hereſies, the (ame reaſon and neceſſity continuing the ſam 
bility maſt conſequently be granted to following gene- 
ral Comncels (a). 1 anfwer. — 

1. I this Councel, by reaſon of the Apoſtles, was iofak 
lible, yet this infallibility was purely accidental (be- 
cauſe perſons endued with Infallibility for other end 
were there preſent) - and not conferred upon them for 
the deciſion of the preſent controverſie: and the reaſon 
why infallibilitie was beſtowed upon the Apoliles wa 
not common to all but particular to that age and ſeaſon, 
vic. becauſe they were to lay a ſolid foundation for, and 
to gi ve a ſure rule to all the Churches in aſter ages, and 
therefore inſallibilitie was their peculiar privi edge 
It is but a lame inference, lufallibilitie was neceſſary in 
the firſt Founders of Chriſtianity, for the plancation and 
conſtitution of the Goſpel- Church, Ergo, ic was e.. 
—— the conſtant and perpetual government e 
the Church ia all after-ages. Upon the fame warrant af" 
man may argue thus: Miracles were neceſſary in the firt 
erecting and laying the Foundation ofthe Church, E 
they were neceſſary for the edification of the Chum 
in all ſucceſſive ages. In both caſes the conſequence! 
repugnant to common ſence and reaſon,and coniuted 
Experience. For. 1.3734 | 
1. That ſuch general Councels and their infallibiliri 
are not ſo neceſſary as the Papiſts would perſwade u 
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W De Goaciliis lib, 2. 64.3, Ar 7 
5 : Plair 
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WM plainly appears ſrom hence, that God (who is never de- 
oa tective — ) left his Church for three hundred 
du Vears cogerber wholly without them, and yer the Church 
zun ice the dayes of the Apoſtles, never had more ſtability 
| in the Faith, and a greater plenitude of every grace and 
471 good works than in thoſe times. | 
5. That you may ſee how little reaſon there is, that 
Proteſtants ſhould be convinced by this place, take no- 
tice that diverſe of che Learned papiſts are unſatisfied 
wich this Argument, among which are Ocham , Came- 
racenſss b, Feri c, and Mr, White in bis Treatiſe De 
fide & Theologia,where he thus anſwers the Argument: 
Nor is it material that in that Apoſtolical Councel they uſe 
thoſe words, ( It ſeemed good to the holy Ghoſt and to u,) for 
firſt, it was a Councel of Prophets, in each of which Gods 
Spirit dwelt in à ſpecial manner, at leaſt in the Apoſtles. 
And he addes= /f they atted with reaſon, doubtleſſe they a- 
Feed by the inftintt of Gods Spirit, although not ſuch as Di- 
vines ſeign to be aſſiſtant to Councels. d | 
M Atifth place they urge is Afar.28.ver/. the laſt, Tam 
JP ith you alwaies to the end ef the wirld. 
Anſw.1. Whatſoever this promiſe contains, the pa- 
Wilts bave no part in it, becauſe it depends upon a condi» 
ion which they have ſo groſly violated, Teaching them 
0 0bſerve all things wharſnever [ have commanded you, and 
ve (in ſo doing) I am with y. Chriſt commanded his 
Diſciples to ſearch the Scriptures; papiſts reach che 


_—Y 


— 


a) Par.. Dialog arac. z.cap.g. (b) Nut. de reſumpta tit. x. 
ſe) la locum, (d Neg intereſt quod in Concilio Apoſlolico inflitute 
nt ee v0ces,V3ſum eſt ſprritui ſanflo ꝙ nobis. Inprimis enim erat (08+ 
um Prophetarum in quorum ſingul is habitabat Spiritus ſanfus ſpeciali 
010, /altem in Apoſtolis, Et pau/o poſt; Si ex ratione agent, ina ubio ex 
lind. ſpiritut ſaucli, etſi non tali quam fingunt Theo'ogi aſſiſtentem 
f Hs, Traft.2, Parag. 21. a ; 


H contrary 
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contrary; Cbriſt commanded all his Diſciples that par 
took of the Bread to drink alſo ot the Cup: Papiſts read 
otherwiſe, and the like may be inſtanced in an hundrei 
particulars. 


2. Put this Argument into form, and it is this. 
They whom Chrilt promiſeth to be with, are infallible 
But Chriſt promiſeth to be with bis Church: Ergo thi 
Charch is iofallible, Here are three Propoſitions, 
every one of chem faulty in one, kind or otbet. 1, f 
the major, it is moſt falſe: For Chrilt bath promiſed to be 
with every ſingle ſincere believer. fob. 14- 23. If 4 

love meme will come to him, and make our abode wit 
bim. So fobn 17. 20, 21, 22, 23. And the Holy Ghol 

cy wich it is that Chriſt is preſent) is given to eve 

ſuch perſon: Ergo (it ſeems) they are infallible, 2. 
the Minor, it 15 true, but impertinent. Chriſt hath promi 
fed to be with bis Church and with his Miniſters to! 
worlds end, but not in the ſame manner, and with t 
ſame degree of aſſiſtance as be was with the Apo 
to give them infallible direction. If otherwiſe, then 
every ſingle Apoſtle was, ſo every ſingle Miniſter mult 
infallible, which they themſelves deny. 3. The conc 
ſion, if granted, reachech not to Rome: For there bei 
ſeveral Churches pretending to this promiſe, and t 
Text no more determining it ſelf to one than to the 
ther, it may as well be claimed by the Greek or Eng 
as by the Romiſh Church: Nay, which is more, Rowe 
excluded, or rather hath excluded ber ſelf from it, as 
have ſeen, and by her diſobedience to Chriſts commat 
bath cut off her Title to his promiſe. 

. 19. Thereis one place more they uſe to ple 
it is Mat. 18.20. Where two or three aye gathered toget 
in my name, there am 1 in the midſt of them, This 1 0 
eſſe drives the Naile home: I ſee they are reſolved 
make ſure work, For now it matters not what beco 
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ol the Inſallibiktie of the Pope or general Councels, or 
the Univerſal Church; For when there 2 = 
two or three Jeſuites met t , pretending Chilt's 
name, there is lufallibilitie think theſe Herericks bad 
better have held their Tongues , for then the Church of 
Rome would have been contented to aſſert the inſallibi- 
tie of Pope or Councels, but now they will not abate 
them an Ace, but will make ic good in ſpight of Scripture, 
WM Fathers, and Councels, and all the World, that every 
Leaſh of popiſh Prieſts is infallible. I 
But I need ſay nothing more in anſwer to this rĩdicu- 
pus Argument, becauſe the Anſwers to the laſt Argu- 
nent will ſerve for this alſo: & their own great, Doctors 
onſeſſe the impertinencie of this allegation, and amongſt 
them two great names, Stapleton (a) and Gregory de Va- 
entia (b): And theſe are the Scriptures upon which 
round their monſtrous conceit of the inſallibilitie of 
puncels. What a ſandy tound ation they have for it in 
Tradition we ſhewed beſore, and how little countenance 
ey have from Scripture, and bow abſurdly they wreſt 
bat to their own deſtruction hath been now diſcovered: 
ad therefore I may conclude, this Doctrine hath no 
doting in. Scripture nor Tradition, which was the firſt 
anch of the Propoſition to be proved. | 
S. 20. And here I might ſer up my reſt: For bay- 
ag pulled down the two pillars, upon which the Build 
ig of infallibilitie ſtands, I know no remedie but it muſt 
ll co the ground. But for the more abundant demon- 
tion of the . of the Romiſh Doctors, and 
nitie of their Religion. I ſhall adde a ſecond conſidera- 
dn, and ſhew, that however when they diſcourſe with 
oreſtants, they make a great noiſe about the Infallibi- 


(a) cen. 6.3.3. art, 4. (b) Tom, 3-Diſp. 1.4. 1. 5.7. 5 
H 2 lity 
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lity of Conncels,yet when they debate the point amoi; 
es, none deny it with greater feriouſneſle, . 

diſpute againſt it with more earneſtneſſe than diverſe 
themſelves. I ſpeak not now of the private opinions d 
ſome obſcure Doctors among them, but of the publick 
doctrines of the Church, tbe opinion of the Pope 
Cardinals, and all the Jeſuites,and ſtouteſt Champions 
the Romiſh Church, and the generality of Italian, q 
niſh, and Germane papiſts, and almoſt all (ſome of t 
French ſaction excepted) do expreſly deny the intallib 
litie of Councels, and, which is more, they diſpute agair 
It; particularly Cajetan, and Bellarmine , and % 


7 . A. 


Valentia, ſome of whoſe Arguments are theſe. /» 
bility i not in the headleſſe body, therefore a Councel in 
ſelf u not infallible. That from which there is appeal, it 
inſallible, but there lies an appeal from a Conncel to the I 
Ergo the Church is committed to Peter, not to a Count 
Ergo. Thus Cajetan (a): The Pope can either approve ahh, 
reject the decrees of aConncel,ergo the Councel is not infall 
ble. The Councel hath its infallibility from its conjuntii 
with her head the Pope, Ergo. Many Counceli have em ce 
in decrees ef Faith, Ergo. Thus Bellarmine. (b) Byt 
way remember, this is the Gentleman that even now ui; 
ged. ob. 16. to prove that Councels did not erre, wiſh, 
now he proves they have erred: it were well if the N 
maniſts had either better conſciences, or better memotiio 
God doth nothing in vain, but the gift of in ſallibilii W 
7 
, 


- = EAA 


be given to Councels in vain, ſeeing the Pope hath it; 

T hat which is repugnant to our moſt aſſured Faith cox 
ing the Popes primacy is not to be admitted, but the 
preme and infallible antbority of Counseli is repugnant ts 


— 


— — — 


(a) De Anthoritate Pape e cmeili traf 1. capi. & 8. o 


r ſt) De Auloritate concilii cap. 11. 
f P 
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Paper primacy,” Ergo: thus Gregory de Valentia (a. So 
= fee, — RO either the Popes pri- 
or the Councels infallibilicie is loſt: & as the Jeſuites 
— one (ide thus ſtrenuouſſy diſpute down the infalli« 
© bilicie and ſupremacie of councels,ſo their Adverſaries on 
uu the other fide do as ſtoutly overthrow the foprenacy de 
iaſallibilitie of the Pope, wherein beſides the poſitive 
teſtimonies of diverſe of che moſt learned and antient pa- 
piſts, they have the ſuffrage of two late famous 
Councels, Conſtaxce and Baſil, ſuch a ſpirit of giddineſſe 
and diviſion bath God put among theſe builders of 3. 
bel. And yer this is the fers/alem, a city united in it ſelf; 
theſe are the men that reproach the proteſtant churches 
with their diviſions in ſome petit controverſies, whillt 
they themſelves are ſo irreconcileably divided in that, 
pon which the deciſion of all other contreverſies de- 
pends,viz.in the rule and judge of controverſies. I think 
(#71 need not ſay much more. For the more antient papiſts, 
he chat ſhall look into that excellent diſcourſe of Robert 
|  aronits againſt Tarubull, called Apologia pro diſputation: 
ſormali objecto fidei, will find the infallibilitie of Coun- 
els expreſly denied by Ockam, Cameracenſi, Wal denſit, 
Manorwitanus, Antoni ut, Cuſanut, (all venerable names 
n the Romiſh church) wboſe words are there recited b. 
nd for the modern papiſts,it may ſuffice to name three 
uthors of principal account, whom the reſt of the herd 
lo follow. Melchior Canns ſaies down their doctrine in 
wo propolitions. 1. A general Conncel , which it not cal. 
Wed and confirmed by the Pope,may erre in the Faith. 2. Pro- 
cnc Councels, which are confirmed by the Pope, cannot 
= the reſt may erre ©, And Bellarmine faith the ſame 


G 2 lib. 8. c. 7. | * 
rat. 5 C19. (e) Concilium generale, nen congrega- 
8. & con ma eft atberitate Pontificis,poteſt in fide trrart. 5 
| S 1 thing 
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tding Amor in the ſame words (2), and when he wh 
grave with the amboritie of that famous Councel of 
Gerdes, 9 Councel that Pope Gregory the great ſaid 

he rrtertweel as one of the four Goſpels) and a Decree of 
theirs againſt the primacie of the Bifhop of Rome, lie an- 
ſwers roundly, that tha Decree is of no force, becauſe it wa 
made in the abſence of the Popes Legates, who afterwardt 
. it b). Where by the way we may 
take norice; what opinion that œcumenical Councel had 
of the Popes f acie and inſallibilitie, who firſt paſſed 
and afterwards ratified that Decree, notwithſtanding all 
abe ſolicitations and proteſtations of the Romane Legate 
in the Poptꝭ name to the contrary. ln like manner faith 
Andrade, Tha Councel erred, in as much as it did raſhly 
and without cauſe preferre the Church of Conſtantinople hi. 


| 
{ 
ore that of Alexandria and Antioch, (() And Gregory a 
alentla being aſſaulted with æ Canon of the Sede 
Trallaia deſends himfelf with this anſwer: That Synodal * 
of no Authoritie, becauſe irs Canons were not confirmed * 
zhe Pope, d | tl 
Sar. It is true, the Papiſts perceiving the danger off b 
their cauſe from this difference between the Pope and j 
Counceh, Have at laſt found out this ovghr papuarcy (and 2 
== Wir —" th 

wrrare, 2. Concilia Proviacialia, que 2 Papa confirmantur, errare 
poſſunt, reliqua aufem poſſunt. lg. com.l.5.c.4. of 

a) Pe concillis. lib. 2. C. 1 l. 

} Decyetam illud magniquidem eft Concilii, fed non legitimi fe = 
Num, proinde nullius eſt roborit, vet authoritatis, quia faflum eſt abſ ni 
tibus legatis Apoſtolic ſedis & poſtes reclamant j bus. De Powif. ib de 
t. 17. §. Quart. no 

ſe) Erravit in co, aud temers & nulla ratione Conflantinopolita pre 
Ecclefiam Alexandrine &. Antiuchena duzerint preferendam.ia defi the 
pdei lib. 1. ale 


cd) Trullana Synodus uullius eſt authoritatis, quia non evant < 
Canones oppropesi 2 Poutifice Romano, In libro ds Calibats, p.86 
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by that means they pretend they are all agreed)the pope 
; — Councel — infatlible. And in this 
leace their docttine is true, that general councels are in- 
ſallible, vir. iſ they are called and confirmed by the 
For anſwer whereunco 1 commend four thingsco 
Readers obſervation. 

I; Obſerve the nonſence of this Opinion. The que 
ſtion is, whether general councels tawfully called have an 
infallible aſſiſtance and guidance of the Spirit in the ſor- 
ming of their Decrees? The papiſts affirm, we deny: now 
comes in a condition in their affirmation, which over- 
throwes the affirmation it ſelf; They are infallible. (ſay 
they) if the Pope confirmes them; well then, the councel 
meets, conſiders, dec rees, here is their work done; bither- 
to(lay our Maſters) they are fallible: they fend them to 
the Pope for confirmation, for abi deſinit Cauciliam, wei- 
pit Fapa: it the Pope confirmes them, they are infallible; 
if he diſapproves them, they are fallible. And ſo it ſeems 
the Councel receives infallible Direction from God for 
their work, after their work is done; and it-caaſeth to 
be, before it be inſallible, in ſpigbt of the old maxime of 
zhe Logicians, - Ab elt ter tii adjecti, ad eſt ſecundi adjefts 
valet conſecutio. Really the Councels have an hard bar- 
Nia of it, that cannot get infallibilicie, till they have loſt 
their Exiltency, -, 

2. Obſerve the bypocriſie and ſelf- conviction of this 
opinion. The infailibilitie of Councels is the great yaos= 
rau Calt before the eyes of choſe who cannot penetrate 
into the depth of things. Several Scriptures are preten- 
ded, which are ſaid evidently to prove this infallibilitie: 
now we ſee they themſelves deny the thing which they 
pretend to prove, &councels are infallible no farther then 
the pope pleaſeth: & with this key you muſt open all the 
alſedged Scriptures, you muſt hear the Church, i. e. un- 
leſſe the Pope ſhut up your Ears. Chriſt is preſent where 

| ; 7 7 two 
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tiro ox three are met together in his name, viz. iſthey 
have all the Popes approbation. The Spirit will lead you 
into all truth, v ic. ii you follow the inſtructions of his ho- 
ſineſſe: and if a Councel ſay , /t ſcems good to the 
HolyGhift and us, it ſigniſies nothing, if it be not added, 
and to our Lord th: Pope. Thus Councels are meer cyphers, 
exteptrhe pope adde his figure; and councels are joined 
with popes, onely as Bibulus was with Ceſar, to fill up a 
vacancy, and make a noiſe in vulgar eares. Nor is the 
wound of the popiſh cauſe healed by this device, but on- 
ly skmned over: For as the aſſertors of the infallibilitie of 
councely denie infallibilicie to the pope;further than he ad 
heres td ſuch councels, ſo the aſſertors of papal infalli- 
bilitie allow ro Councels no infallibilicie, but what they 
have in dependanee upon, and influence from the pope, 
So Bellarmine in terms faith, /»fa/libility doth wat come 
— fon the Pope, and partly from the councel, but wholly 
fromthe Pipe (a). And Stapletin is expreſſe: The Pope 
receivel ao new power, nor aut horitie, nor infallibilitie from 
the addfffdn'of a Councel (b). What need I ſay more, ſuch 
contemptuous thoughts hath &. lar mine of the iniallibi- 
tie of Councels, that he ſpends one entire chapter upon 
the proof &f this propoſition, 7 hat general Councels may 
erre, of they do not follow the Popes inftruttion, if they have 
wot the Legates conſent; nay more, if it be in a point where 
in the Legates have no certain irſtruttions from the Pope: 
and he gives us among many inſtances of erring Coun- 
cels this remarkable one; The Councel of Baſil by commen 
* Conſent, and with the Legates concurrence concluded, that 4 
Conncel is above the Pope, which certainly is now judged t- 


Far (a) Tots firmit as Conciliorum legitimorum eſt 2 Pontifice non partin 
@ Pontifice, partim a Concilie. De Pontif. lib. 4. c. 3. | 

( Papa adjunfls Concilis aullam Voteflatem, wel authoritatem, wel 
_ ceriitudinem in judicando novam acquirit, in rele, con. 6. 4. 3 
art. g. * ; | 
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eo (a). You ſee how hard it is for Councels to car- 
ry their diſh even. By what bath been ſaid, it appears 
what a ſorry foundation the infallibilitie of Councels is. 
when from their principles it unavoidably ſollowes, That 
a colledge of Jeſuites is as infallible as a general councel: 
for they conſeſſe a provincial Councel (which in it felf 
hath no more Auchoritie to oblige the whole church than 
ſuch a Colledge)is infallible with the Popes concurrence, 
and without it general Councels are ſallible. | 

3. Obſerve the inſufficiencie of this evaſion: For if 
mfallibilitie were granted to ſuch a combination of Pope 
and Councel. this gives them no relief, ſave onely du- 
ring the Seſſion of the Councel; for when the Councel is 
diflolved, their Writings muſt endure the ſame Fate 
wich the writings ofthe Apoſtles, of being unable to judg 
or decide controveriies: For all the Papiſts moſt vehe- 
mently plead for the neceſſity of a living Judg, that can 
hear both parties, and determine all emergent contro- 
verſies. Thus inſallibilitie is not fo much as reg unit, - 
tatis, , nay oftentimes it is but res unius anni, like fonabs 
gourd,ir comes up in a night and withers in a night. And 
the Church for three hundred years after Chriſt had no 
inlallibilitie, and ſince the Councel of Trent the Papiſts 
have not bad an infallible Judge, and at this day their 
Church bath no infallibilitie, and conſequently no ſolid 
Foundation for their-Faith, | 

4. Obſerve the prepoſterouſneſſe of this opinion. If 
Councels come to the Pope for confirmation, he may 
_=_ them as Joh the Baptiſt ſaid to Chriſt, Mar. 3. 14. 

e need to be baptized of thee, and comeſt thou to me? 


— ——— 
* 


() Cl oncilium Baſilienfe und cum lega'o Pontificis communi conſenſu 
Batuit Concilium eſſe ſupra Vayam, quod reciè aunc judicatur erraneum. 
De Romano Poatifice 1,246.11, | 
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So may the Pope ſay, I have need to be confirmed by 
your Authoritie, and without you am but agi nowinie 
ra, and do you come to me? But 1 confeſſe mann 
mum fricat. If the Pope have a ny infallibilitie, he bad 
it rom Councels, ſor Scripture ownes it not (as we bave 
ſoen hand tbe particular Fathers could not give what hey 
never bad, and now it is good manners to requite them, 
and fo he communicates to them that inſallibilitie he re · 
ceives from them. | 

Io conclude this conſideration: It is ſufficient ſor my 
purpoſe, which is acknowledged by tbe greateſt and molt 

conliderable part of the Romiſh Church at this day, That 

general Councels in the mſelves are not infallible, and 

conſequently are no ſolid Foundation for a Papiſts Faith, 

which is all this Propoſition pretended to make good, 
though you ſee I have given them an ea wereer, 

& 22. A third conſideration is this: li the inlallibi- 
lie of general Councels rightly called, conſtituted and 
ordered, were granted, yet this would give no advantage 
to the Romiſh caule, nor ſecuritie to their Faith, & that 
for ſuch reaſons as diverſe of the moſt Learned Papiſis 
themſelves do ſtamp wich their approbation. And here 

I might inſiſt upon ſundry particulars, but I ſhall con- 
fanc my felf to a Few, and for the reſt refer you onely 
to one of their own Authors. White in the oft mentio⸗ 
ned Treatife, who thusbreaths out his doubts concer- 
ning this Doctrine of the Infallibilitie of Councels: If 
Jan Aſſert an unknown aud inviſible influence of Gods ſpirit, 
it is ſo unctrtain aud doubtful, that it is frauitleſſe to con» 
nend about it. Secing it is matter of ſtriſ rather than cuir 
dence to what Councels, and when, this aſſiſtance is given: 
whileſt ſome quarrel with the calling, others the abſence of 
Nations or Patriarch, and others diſpute about the præſi- 

, and others about the method and circumſtances in the 
handling of queſtions. others about the number, weight or des 
5 get 
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gee of ſuſfrages , others about Confirmation, and others re- 
271 C — Conſent, ere it can be kuown whether this 
Aſſiſtance belong to the Councel, or no (4). Where you 
may obſerve no leſſe than ten ſeveral cauſes of doubting, 
and yet all cheſe uncertainties they will rather run —_ 
than acknowledge the Authoritie and Sufficiency of the 
holy Scriptures, which are called a more ſure word 2 Per. 
1.19.) than that which bad another kind and far higher 
degree of certainty than the Decrees of Councels can 
ever arrive at: but I muſt not reſt in generals. I ſhall 
particularly acquaint you with ſome of the — of 
the Romiſh Church, and their own requiſites to the legji- 
timat ions of Councels: 1 ſhall pick out three. 1. They 
conſeſſe the Councel which is infallible muſi be cecume- 
nical. 2. And its Decrees muſt be ratified by the con- 
ſent and approbation of the whole Church. 3. Ihey muſt 
proceed ſincere ly, and faithfully, and piouſly in it. Now 
in all theſe things there are notorious defects. in the 
Church and Councels of Rowe. 

$23. 1. Moſt Papiſts grant that, that Councel, to 
which infallibilicie is promifed, muſt be general or œcu- 


menical: and they that pretend to aſſert the intallibili- 


tie of provincial Councels when confirmed by the Pope, 
do indeed utterly rejeR the infallibilitie of all Councels, 


* 
— — — — 


(a) Sed fi ad ignotum & inviſbilem afflatum Spiritus Sandli reli- 
getur, evadit aded incerta & duli a, ut ſine frublu aliquo de ea c ertetur. 
cum quibus Couciliii & quando bec aſſi ſlentia debeatur, altercations, 
non evidentie plenum fit. His convocationem, illi: Patriarcharum, aliis 
nationum abſent iam calummantibus: aliis de pra ſidentia diſputantibus, 
alis. de methodo & circumſiantiis agitandarum quæ ſtionum; A liis de 
ſuffragiorum nu mero,pondere, gradu; Aliis tandem de con firmatione de- 
certantibus; Imo & conſenſum ſeu acceptationem Eccleſæ per quie- 
tum uſam & praxin efflagitanibus, ut ſciri foſſit, ut rum hec aſſiſtentia 
Spiritus ſancti (it concilio debita nene. De Fide & Thcologia, traci. 
arc. dts | 


and 
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and aſcribe it wholly to the Pope, and to Councels onely 
by participation from bim, and dependance upon hum. 
Ii thea any Councels be infallible, they muſt be gene- 
ral: to which purpoſe they alledge the ſaying of S. Auſtin, 
T hat thoſe onely are Concilia plenaria, ſul and general 
Councels,which are collected aut of all the Chriſtian world. * 
Hence the ſeaventh Synod diſowned the Conftantine- 
politan Councel, and their decrees again(t Images,becau/e 
they were not 4 general Conncel, and had not all the Patri- 
erchs th:ye b. And S. Clara cals it The moſt received 
Doctrine of the Church, and cites ſeveral Authors of 
great note to that purpoſe e. Now to aſſume: The 
Councels pretended by the Romaniſts were no general 
Councels. To ſay nothing of former Councels (which 
in their greateſt plenitude were onely conventions of the 
Churches in the Roman Empire,) the latter Councels 
(on whom the weight of the popiſh cauſe - principally 
depends) were not cxcumenical Councels. There is one 
acknowledged deſect in them all, to wit the abſence of 
the Greek Church. Cardinal Cſauas complaines, «ft 
Preſent ( Alas!) the CatholickChurch, and the Parechial 
Church of Rome have but one Councel , ſeeing the. whole 
Church now reduced to one Patriarc hate d. And as the 
Objection is really unanſwerable, ſo that which is offered 
inſtead of an Anſwer is very conſiderable, which S. Clara 
repreſents out of Cy/anx: and Barlaam: That it matters 


— — 


% Ila fola ſunt Concilia plenaria, que fiunt ex univerſs orbe Ehri- 
fiano.lib.z.de Bapt. cap. 3. (b) Oaia ſonus indiRRions non exiit in 
emen terram, & etiam quia non habebat omnes Þ atriarchas, nec eorum 
Delegates. (c) In ſyſlemate fidei cap. 25. receptiſimam hanc doctrinam 


yarn. 1. . 

(d) Hodie [prob dolor!) Catholice Ecclefie & Parochialis Roman 
ſedi unun eft Concilium, cum tota Eccleſia redafla fit ad illum tant um 
Patriarchatin. lib, de Concordia 2. 6.15 


not 
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not that onely the Romane Patriarch and thoſe united to him 
are there, and the Schiſmatical Patriarchs are abſent, 
for general Councels are not to be collected ont of Hereticky 
and Schiſmatichs, but ont of the Orthodox, and ſuch as are 
united to the Church (a). From whence | gather two 
— 2 1. That if the Church of Rome cannot aſſoile 
her ſelſ from the imputation of Hereſie (which by the 
leaneneſſe of their replies to the inditements of Prote- 
Rant Authors ſufficiciently appears they are not able to 
doe) their Councels are conſtituted ex ind: bita materia, 
of undue materials, and therefore cannot pretend to in- 
fallibilicie, if there were any ſuch thing in rerum natura. 
2. That we are not to believe the Orthodoxy and much 
leſs the intallibilicie of Councels upon the credit of their 
naked aſſertion and ablolute Authoritie, as the Papitts 
affirme(ſeeing the moſt Heretical and Schiſmatical coun- 
cels have ever aſſerted themſelves to be Ortbodox) but 
it is the right and priviledge of Sub jects to examine and 
judge ot the legitimateneſſe of Councels, and coniequent- 
ly ot the validity of their decrees. 

$. 24. The ſecond particular is this: That Councels are 
net infallible, nor their Decrees unqueſtionable, unleſſe 
they have the tacit conſent and aporrobation of the whole 
Church. This poſition is laid down by F̃. Clara (in the 
forementioned Treatiſe,) there is required 4 tacit or inter- 
pretative ratification of the wh:le Church to compleat the 
definition of a Cowncel b). Nor is this bis private opi- 
nion, but he there confirmes it from the words of Paner. 
mitanus, Turnbull, Pope Leo, Petrus 4 Soto, Caſtille, Mi- 


—_— 


(a) Generalia enim Concilia non ex bereticis & ſchiſmaticis,ſed ex 
Ortbodoxis & Eccleſpa colligi debent. Syſtem fidei cap. 27.p.301- 

(b) Ratiffcatio igitur nempe tacita vel interyretati va univerſalis 
x4] requiritur ad complendam Concilii definitionem, In ſyſtem. ſdei 
rab. 11, 


randula 
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raudulas, Gerſonins, and others 2. And afterwards he 
quotes theſe words out of Petras d Aliaco, That gene- 
ral Councels may erre.unleſs when they are accepted by the 
Univerſal Church, and then they are infallible b. And 
in another place bimſelf expreſly tels us, We are not 
preſently to proneunce a thing de fide, by reaſon of ſome ex- 
preſſions of Conncels or their Canons, bat we muſt diligently 
enquire the conſtant judgment of the Church, elſe we ſal 
find many Canons of Faith which do not agree with the 
Truth, according to the opinion of many (c). And Celotins 
bath theſe words; 4s we have ſeen before them common 
diſſent of the Church bath rendred the Decrees of Popes and 
Councels invalid (d). I mention this the more fully, be- 
cauſe it is a pretty device. It muſt be confeſſed the Reli- 
gion of Rome cannot eaſily be miſtaken for a piece of pi- 
ety, but be that ſhall — it to be an Art of policy will 
quickly be confuted, and here is an inſtance will put him 
to ſilence, | 
There is a double diſcovery of the Romiſh ſubtil ty in 
this buſineſſe. | 
1. You ſee how handſomely they make a virtue of 
neceſſity: no / they mannage it as a principle taken up 


— 
— — 


(a) Idem in cap. 23. per tolum, (b) Probabiliter reſſ o ident ali- 
qui, quod Concilium generale poteſt errare, & tamen quando & in quantum 
Concilia uni verſalia acceptantur ab Eccleſia univerſal!, infallibilitaten 
eis tribuunt. Id. c. 26. 

(e) Non ſtatim pronuntiandum quidvis eſſe de fide ex quibuſlibet Ca- 
nonum vel etiam Conciliorum loquend:i formulu ſubinde apparentibus, ſed 
couſlans Eccleſie judicium tam ibi quam alibi diligenter expendendum 
— multos fidei Canones numerabimus, qui veram doctrinam baud 

apiunt, in multorum opinionibus. Id. cap. 2 Z. | 


(d) Quemadmod um ſupra vidimus, public am reclamantis Eccleſia 
vocem Pontificum & ConGitioram decretis robur detyaxiſſe. De Hie- 


rarch, lib. 4 6. 12. 
on 


— — 


FF 
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on choice, whereas g. Clara himſelſ ſufficiently inſinustes 


that they were forced to it ſe deſendendo, and took it up at 
a force put: for ſpraking of the former rules of dilcern- 
ing a general Councel, be confeſſeth, That their buſe- 
neſſe is very intricate, and liable to many troubleſome ob je- 
ions againſt the lawfulneſſe of their Counceli, but bere a 
4 ſhort way to obviate thoſe difficulties, by arguing from the 
reception of the Church,for if the Church receive it for a 
weral Councel, we need not trouble our (elves about litale 
matters, ſince this reception is ſafficient evidence. 3 

2. Here is an excellent Antidote againſt the ſaury 
Decrees of ſeveral Councels , repugnane to the 
ſupreme Authoritie. If the ſixth Councel of Carthage 
be pleaded, that there ſhould be no appeale to Rome from 
bezond the Seas,if that of the Councel of Chalcedon be ur- 
ged, wherein they give I e-2ofne, the ſame bononrs and 
priviledges to the Biſhop of Conſtantinople, as to the Biſhop of 
Rome; if the latter Cauncels of Couſtance and Baſil be 
alledged, woerein the Popes Sub jection to Councels is 
poſitively determined: Now here is an Anſwer ready to 
this,and to all that former Councels ſaid, and to all chat 
any Councel ſhall ever ſay to the Worlds end, vir the 
canons of theſe Councels were not receiv d by the whole 
Church, but oppoſed and re jected by the Church and Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, a great and eminent part of it. Thus, I 
think, they have brought off their Maſter the Pope with 
bonour, and as he was infallible, ſo now they have made 


(a) Cin negotium fit valde perplexum, multi etiam multa ab jecłare 
ſuleans quibus ea illegitima eße contendunt, in quibus non parum 
ſaeſſ aut nobis moleſlis: In bis verd omnibus, hoc ſaltem modo multum 
diminue tur difficdi as, arguendo I poſleriori ſcilicet ex ipſa receptione 
Eccleſie; utig, fi Eccleſia pro univerſali receperit, non erit opus ſcrupuls- 
fur indagare minutiora, aded ut hec receptio nobis manifeſlet, quad uam 
encilinm «ſlimari debeat tale. ubi ſuprà 6, 26, 


bim 
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bim invulnerable.Scripture cannot hurt him, for he hath 
the Key of interpretation. Fathers cannot reach him, tor 
they are his Children (ſaith Bellarmine,) as it is no 
newes for the Pope to be well ſtored with Children. 
And now Councels cannot touch bim, for he will binder 
their unjverſal reception. Adde, if the Romiſh Doctors 
be beaten out of this conceit , it is but ſtudying ſome 
new Device, which is eaſily done by men that want no 
wit, and have no conſcience: for it is reſolved to bold 
the Concluſion, though the poor premiſes may be put 
to hard ſhiſts. Well then, to allow them their ſuppoſi- 
tion, and all the benefits of it, they muſt remember the 
rule of the Lawyers, Qui ſentit commodum, debet ſenti- 
re & n: Benefit and inconvenience muſt go together. 
And this is the inconvenience and miſchief which they 
are ſtil) forced into, notwithſtanding all their tricks aud 
ſtratagems, even to eat their own words, and to pull 
down with one hand that infallibilitie which they build 
up with anotber. For how can the Councel or the Pope 
either be ſaid to have that infallible guidance (which 
is pretended) in the making of their Decrees, iſ the 
Churches non- reception may prove their Fallibilicie? 
But here is the wonder · working power of the Church 
of Rome: do not think it ſtrange, when you read that 
paſſage in the Councel of Lateran, delivered in an Ora» 
tion before the Pope and Councel, That the Pope hath a 
power above all power in heaven or earth, a. For be can 
do that which the Schoolmen unanimouſly put our of 
the reach of every power in heaven or earth, viz. faftum 
inſect um reddere, recall things that are paſt, and by this 
Argument prove, that chat Councel which was inſalli- 


(a) In Papa omnem efſe poteſtatem ſupra omnes poteſtates tam cel * 
quam terre dixit Stephanus Archiepiſcopus Pazracenſis , is oratione is if 


Concilio Lateranenſi coram Leong 10, pie 
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ble while it ſate, after its diſſolution is become fallible. 
But to return: This is to precipitate themſelves into 
10 | thoſe abſurdities which they charge upon us. This is to 
n. male the Clurch judge of her Judges, this. is ro take 
er N away all the ſecurity of their Faith, if we may believe 
drs their owa famous Councel of Baſil,, whoſe words are 
me | thele: Wer let any man preſume toſay, that a general 
no ¶ Councel may erre, for if once this pernicious error were 
old admitted, the whole Catholick Faith would ſtagger, and 
ut ve bave not hing certain in the Church, for by the 
ume reaſon that one may erre , the reſt may erre alſo (a). 
che I Beſides hereby they run into a new Circle (as if all their 
vi» I former Circles were not ſufficient.) If you ask what it 
zer. is which makes the Faith of the Romiſh C burch and 
hey people ſure and infallible? it is the infallibilitie ot the 
aud I Pope and Councel, If you ask again what is it which 
pall makes the decrees of Pope and Councel infallible? It is 
uild ¶ the Churches reception of them: and yet all this, if gran» 
ope ¶ red, will not relieve them, for that the Decrees of their 
hich I Popes and Councels have no ſuch reception of the uni- 
che I verſal Church, appeares ſufficiently from the publick 
tie? N diſſent of ſo many famous and flouriſhing Churches in 
arch the World, I mean the Greek and Proteſtant Churches, 
that which do not therefore ceaſe ro be members of the Ca- 
Jray ¶tholick Church becauſe the Papiſts diſown them, no 
ith a more than the popiſh Churches become ttue members | 
can Wby their pretending to that Title. | 

$.25-3. There is another aſſertion of the Papiſts: that | 
duncels are not infallible, unleſſe they be rightly conſti- 


— 


— — 


(a) Nec quiſquam illud dicere preſumat. Quoc aliquod generale 
ilium legitimè congregatum invalidum ſit, aut errare poſiet, quia ſi hic 


m cel itioſus error admitteretur, tota catholica des vacillaret, nec aliquid 
tione it in Eccleſia babercmus, quia, qua ratione foleſt errare um poſſunt 
- nan & reliqua, in refÞonſ, Hui. 


I tured 
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tuted and ordered. For this, I ſhall deal with them, a 
the Apoſtles did with their Kinſmen the Cretians, 1 ſhall 
implead them with an tim ns */; aur 1 a ve. 


Nay, not one but many mw! x* 4%, in their opi- 
nion. Councels (ſay they) may erre, if they do not 
procceed Conciliariter, i. e. in a regular manner, faith 
S. Clara, bis words are theſe: The maſt Learned Corduba 
in Quæſtionario lib.4.qu.1. (qzoting Ruffenſis in his Pro- 
logue againſt Luther and Horantius in bis places l. 2. c. 17.) 
ſaith , that God hath promiſed his aſſiſtance to a Council 
when they do what in them lies —— If they be Biſhops, and 
Learned and prudent men ſelell ed ont of the whole Church,j 
they proceed without carnal affict ions, and with a love tot 
Truth, then, and not otherwiſe it is gathered lawfully, andin 
Chriſt; name (a), Thus Bellarmine, preſſed with the At 
thoritie of the Councel of Chalceden againſt che Pope 
Supremacy, faith, A /awful Councel may erre in th 
things wherein it att; not lawfully (b). And Petrus a $ 
(a man of great account amongſt them) tels us this is the 
ſence of their aſſertion, [| That Councels cannot erre, 
They underſtand it (ſaich he) of Conncels lawfully con 
gated,and acting without fraud and deceit (c). And Po 
Leo ſpeaking of the cauſes of the errours of the Count 
of Epheſiu, aſſignes this, becauſe they did not proceed with 


= WT T7T EF TW RT CRETE * * 


AR ci 
(a) Dofliſſimus Corduba in Que flionario citans Roffenſem in Pu n 
logo contra Lutherum v eritate oflava & Horantium in locis I. 2. c. 1 5 
dicit Chriflum promiſiſſe aſſiſtentium Spiritus ſanfli, quando Conci 
fac it quod iu ſe eſt þ Epiſcopi & vii decli e prudentes ex ih = 
ta Eccleſia, ſi fine affetlione humaaa ſed affellu veritatis 
non aliter efi legitim. & in nomine Chriſti congregatum. in ) 


tap. 20. (b) Concilium legitimum poteſt errare in iu que non legit 
agit. de conciliis lib. a. c.. (e) Can dicunt cuncilia non poſſe fe 
iatelligunt legitime congregata,& ab[q; frande & dolo agentia, in dual 1. 
fione c. 74. ch 
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pure conſcience and right judgment a. So Maldonate in his 
Treatiſe againſt the Synod of Dort ſaich, Ia vain ds 
Synoas aſſemble,and men go to them, when they do not remove 
all ſiniſter affect ion, and only ſeck that which is Chriſtr, and 
he addes, Then indeed they are gath:red together in Chriſts 
name, then Chriſt it in the miaſt of them bd. The ſumme 
is this: Infallible aſſiſtance is not a gift diſpenſed pro- 
miſcuouſly to Pope or Biſhops, howſoever they demean 
themſelves; but onely upon their good behaviour, being 
the priviledge of thoſe alone who act wich diligence, 
fidelity, ſincere love to the truth and good conſcience, 
that is to ſay, to ſuch perſons as few Popes and popiſh 
Biſhops have been. So that if any Popes or Biſhops vio- 
late the conditions on their parts required, they may loſe 
the priviledge on Gods part promiſed: if they be unſin- 
cere in their intentions, and biaſſed with humane affecti- 
on, if ambition or covetouſneſſe be in their hearts an 
ſway their actions, actum t de inſallibilitate, their infal- 
libility is laid in the duſt. It is true S. Clara faith, We a 
to ſuppoſe that a Pope and Councel do thus proceed, unleſſe 
the contrary be evident c. But I anſwer, | 

1. Thus the Doctrine of Infallibilitie, and the whole 
weight of the Romiſh Church and cauſe depends upon a 
meer ſuppoſition, and (which is far worſe) upon ſuch an 
one as can never be proved: for who can know the ſin- 
cerity of another mans intentions but himſelf? What 
man knoweth the things of a man, ſave the ¶pirit of a man that 
it in him? 1 Cor. 2. | 


* 
—— 


(s) Eo quod non pura con ſcientia & reflo judicio ſecundiom conſuetu- 
u dinem, bi qui collecti ſunt, de fide & erratibus protulerunt, in Epiſt. 24. 

N (b) Fruſtra Synodi coeunt, f/uſtrà ad eas itur, quando non omni cf+ 
fell ſequiori remoto, [olim id quaritur quod Chriſti e. Tum de- 
num in nomine Chriſti—congregantur, tum demum in medio eorum eſt 
Chriſtus. In Antiſynedico, ([c) Supponendum quod ſemper fic procedat, | 
NI conflet de oppoſito. Syſtem, c. 20. 
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2. I note that theſe men craſtily ſhiſt off the proof 
to us when it belongs to them , aſſerents incumbit pre- 
batio. He that ſaith a Pope or Councel preceeding ſin. 
cerely and piouſly is infallible, is bound to prove two 
things. 1. That ſuch an one is a lawtul Pope or Coun» 
cel. 2. Thatfuch a lawful Pope or Councel proceeds 
lawfully (as Bellarmine himſelf requires) and piouſly: 
And as it were an abſurd conceit, if I require- a proof 
that ſuch a man is lawful Pope: to fay ſupporendum eſt, 
&c, we muſt fupoſe him to be the Lawſul Pope, un- 
leſſe the contrary be evident; ſo it is alſo when I expect a 
proof of the ſincerity of his intentions, inſtead of a pro- 
banllum, to tell me ſupgonendaum eſt, which is to tell me 
that I muſt venture my falvation upon a proofleſſe aſſer- 
tion: And it is a new. ſtrain of popiſh Logick that 
Suppoſitions mult paſte for Arguments. 3. 1 oblerve 
the deſperate iſſue of popiſh principles, the fonndation 
of their Faith and Hope is the infallibility of Pope or 
Councel: This infallibility they can have no aſſurance 
of, which I thus prove. No man can have aſſurance of 
the performance of a Conditional promiſe, unleſſe be 
dave aſſurance of the performance of the condition; but 
the protflife of Infallibility is a conditional promiſe de 
pending upon the honeſty and ſincerity of a mans inten- 
tions, which another man can never be aſſured of. Here 
we have a remarkable evidence of the perverſe ſpirit of 
our Adverſaries, and the indefenſibleneſſe of their cauſe. 
Thoſe very men that are ſo curious and critical, that 
they will not allow a man to be ſure of his own ſincerity, 
now will needs have us to reſt aſſured of the ſincerity d 
another man. But how are we aſſured? Why, witha 
non conflat de oppoſito: an ingenious device, which wil 
ſerve tor many excellent purpoſes. Thifs 1 may be 
aſſured that the preſent great Aegul is turned Chriſtiat 
becauſe the contrary is not evident, Thus I may bea — 
r 
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red of the vertue, wiſdome, and piety of every perſon 
that now lives at Rome, becauſe the contrary is not evi- 


ſin- dent come. In a word, according to their Doctrines 
wo | and Anſwers, a Papiſt hath no greater aſlurance of the 
un- F Popes or Councels infallibilitie, than I have That there 
eds Þ is a Worldin the Moon, that the day of judgment ſpall be 
— next year, or that I ſhall die to morrow, or that à thou 
r00 


ſand ſouls ſhall be converted by the mt Sermon I preach, 


eff, | becaule in all theſe 1 may ſay non conſtat de oppoſito, the 
un-: contrary is not evident. Really the Proteſtants ought 
ecta ¶ not to be envious at the aſſurance of the Papiſls, for they 
pre: are contented with very moderate termes for it. If they 
| me would be ſatisfied wich the ſame kind of aſſurance in 
ler- ¶ conveyance of worldly eſtates as they are in the Salva- 
that I tion of their Soules, I believe they would get away all 
erve good bargaines from their neighbours, but you will find 
ation I them wiſer there. 
e of 4. But alas for them, I fear I ſhall be cruel to them, 
ance ſor I cannot allow their aon conſt at de oppoſito. They tell 
ce off us we mult ſuppoſe that Popes and Councels have al- 
e de waics acted ſincerely and honeſtly , becauſe we do not 
1; but know the contrary: an aſſertion, which whoſoever will 
de: undertake to make good, muſt combate the Faith of all 
aten · ¶ Hiſtory. I ſhall ſay nothing ol the cenſures of proteſtants 
Here upon them ( vhoſe intereſt and opinion may render them 
rit oi ſulpected of partiality: But | hope they will not take 
cauſe. it amiſſe if I repreſent ſome few of the, innumerable 
that Teſtimonies which their own molt learned and approved 
erity Authors have given coucerning the hypoctiſie, impiety, 
rity oi fraud, ambition, avarice of their infallible Gentlemen, 
with the Popes and popiſh Biſhops. And were it not that the 


Pope hath a power of turning vice into virtue at bis 
pleaſure (according to that ſaying of Bel/armine, In 
good (ence Chriſt hath given to Peter a power of mabjvg 
| gy —_— fin 
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fin to be no ſin, (a) it were impoſſible to miſtake the 
Pope for a Saint. Let us bear ſome few of the expreſſions 
ofſuch as lived and died in their communion. For the 
Popes, he that reads their own Hiſtorians, would think 
the name of Holineſs were given to them by Antiphraſis, 
and that in meer pity they were allowed the name, who 
did not pretend to the thing. The papal chair is called 
by themſelves cathedra peſtilentiæ, a peſtilential chaire. 
Genebrard himſelf, though a ſworn Vaſſal of the Popes, 
confeſſeth, as 1 obſeryed before, that for 150 years tos 
gether the Popes were Apoſtatici, A poſtates, not Apoſto- 
licks, as ifthey ſucceeded P-ter onely in the denying of 
his Maſter; and yet theſe are our infall;ble maſters. Who 
doubts but they can work Miracles at Rowe , that can 
make Apoſtacie and Inſallibilitie dwell together in the 
ſame perſon? and however our Saviour ſaid, No man cas 
ſerve two Maſters, and St. Paul, What communicn can there 
be between Chriſt and B̃elial, yet the papiſts are infallibly 
ſure of the contrary, (ſor it their moſt approved Au- 
thors may be credited) diverſe of the Popes bave had 
infallible guidance of God's ſpirit, and undoubted com- 
munion with che Devil at the ſame time. For fo ſaith 
Platina ((ometimes the Popes Library keeper, ) All th 
Popes from Sylveſter the ſecond, even to Gregory the ſeventh 
zuclufrvely (which were about 18 popes )were Magic iau. 
(b) Bur I confteſſe all the Popes were not Conju- 
rers,for ſome of them were ſuch ſilly wretches, that they 
did not underſtand Grammer, aecording to the report 
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(a) In bono ſenſu dedit Chriſlus Petro poteſt atem faciendi de peccu F 
non peccatum, con. Barc la. c. 3 1. Vide que ſupra allegavimus. a 
(b) Omnes Pape i Sylveſtro ſecundo ad Gregoru ſeptimum incl er 
ſrve furruat Magi, Plating, | 4 I 
In 
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oftheir own Authors a, And yet theſe two were in- 
fallible Doctors. And Laaovic ut Vives dealt too hard- 
ſy with poor Dullardus for ſaying, The better Grammarin 
an, the worſe Divine; for here, it ſeems, the worſt Gram 
marians were the beſt,nay the infallible Divines. All Hi- 
ſtories are full of the ambition, frauds, forgeries, even of 
thoſe who were accounted ſome of the beſt of their 
Popes,to ſay nothing of more abominable vices: nor did 
this corruption reſt in the head, but from thence diſpersd 
it ſelf into all the members, the Cardinals, Biſhops, Go- 
yernours of the Romiſh Church. It was acknowledge 
ed by the Pope (and therefore inſallibly true) Adrianne 
the ſixth, by the name of the Popes and prelates, Me have 
all turned after our own wayes, there 1s none that doth good 
uo not ont. b The famous Chancellour of Par, Gerſon, 
complaines that Learned and godly Biſhops where choſew na 
where, but carnal men, and ignorant of fpiritual things c. 
And ſo proud (ſaith he) that they do not know themſelves to 
be mes. Duarenta ſpeaks home to this purpoſe: Mot 
of the Biſhops of our time are greater ſtrangers to Religion 
and holy things than any of the Secular Nebles, and they 
mind nothing but how to, defend the ir poſſeſſions by right or 
wrong d. Ferns Cries out, who doth not ſee their inſatiable 


—— 
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a Camconſict plures Papas adco illiteratos efſe ut Grammaticam pe- 
nitus iguovent, qui fit ut [acras liter as interpretari poſient. A lphonſus de 
caſtro con. Haveſes c. 4 in editione An. 142. 

b Omnes nos decl navimus nauſquiſue in vias ſuas, net fuit jamdin 
qui faceret bonum, non fuit uſque ad unum. In inſtructionibur ad lega- 
tos Norinbergæ, anno 1525. © Nullibi Eptſcopos bonos & opere ac 
Doll rina probatos el igi, ſed homines carnales & ſfarttualtum ig naros —— 
Prelatos adeo ſuperbos eſſe ut homines ſe neſciant. In declaratione deſe. 
fun g ccleſiaſi. d Plerique Epiſcopi noſtro tempore a religione & ſas 
eris, quam quoſvis ſatrap as & Principes proſanos longe alteniores, net 
aliud eis curæ eff equam ut ditiones & poſſcſſiones ſuas qus jure, qui ve 
injuria tueantur. De ſacro miniflerio lib, 1.6.4, 3 
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Avarice and impoſt ures of the Popes and religious men? with 
theſe all things are vendible a. And Stella infor mes us, 
there were few poſſeſſors of Benefices who had them et her- 
wiſe than either by begging or paying for them. b And yet 
theſe were the good men of the Church of Kome, theſe 
are they who ated in Counce's ſincerely from love to 
God and his truth, not ſeeking their own things but the 
things of Chriſt, and therefore without doubt 1nfallible. 
And for the ſtate of Councels take one teſtimonie for all, 
of one that was an eminent part and member of them, 
Cardinal Julian, who in bis Epiſtle :o Eugenius the fourth 
in the Councel of Bail in plain terms tels him, that all 
Conncels,fince that e Chalcedon, which was above a thou- 
ſand years ago) were inſtituted, not for the diſcovery of 
Truth, but fer the defence and increaſe of the power of the 
Roman Church, and the libertie of C hurchmen.c 

Should | deſcend to particulars, and open the ſeveral 
impoſtures and palpable Frauds, which the Popes and 
their partiſans have ſucceſſively uſed in the packing of 
Councels,and making voices,and forging decrees,and in- 
gaging the Biſhops by hopes, and tears, and intereſts, 
to give up their votes and conſciences to the advance- 
ment of the Romiſh power and megnificence, I ſhould 
engage my ſelf to tranſcribe whole volumes, and cut out 
work for the whole terme of my life. The Tranſactions of 
the Councel of Trent are freſh in memory: And he that 
ſhall peruſe the words of cheir own Hiſtorians, the Pro- 
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Quit ſacerdotum ac Religioſorum & Pontificum inexplebilem ada. 
ritiam & impoſtur as non videtzapud hos omnia venalia ſunt. in Joh. 2. 

(b) Pauci ſunt Beneficiarii niß aut prece aut pretio. in Luc. 2 . 

(c) Omnia Concilia poſt Chalcedonenſe potiſſimum inſſ itut a fuerunt, not 
ut erueretar veritas, ſed ut roboraretur, defenderetur, atque augeretut 
ſemper Eccleſiæ Roman poteſtas, & Ecclefiaflicorum li bert as. A 
Sylumus lib. 2. de geſtis concil. Baſil, = ods 
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teſtations of Princes, the Cenſures of Univerſities relat / 
ing to it & c. will eaſily be ſatisfied, whether Claras non 
conſtat de oppoſito be true or no. And therefore aotwith- 
ſtanding this frivolous excuſe it remains a truth, that 
according to the principles of papiſts themſelves, and be- 
cauſe of choſe evident de ſects in chem acknowledged by 
their own Authors, whatever Councels regularly called 
and ordered may pretend to, their Councels muſt lay 
down their claime to infallibility, and ſo their Faith hath 
no ſolid Foundation, as not in the Pope's authority, ſo not 
in Scripture, nor in the teſtimonie of the Fathers, nor yet 
in the inſallibility of general Councels. And therefore 
I may ſaſely conclude, they have no ſolid Foundation for 
their Faith. 

26. There is only one thing which may ſeem to retard 
the paſſing of the ſentence: that is this. That although 
each of theſe taken aſunder may not be ſufficient, yet all 
put together make a Cord which is not eaſily broken, 
Dae non proſunt ſingula,junfta juvant: and therefore for- 
aſmuch as the Church ſtands upon four pillars, Authority 
of Scriptures, Tradition of Fathers, inſallibility of Coun- 
cels, and the Pope, their Faith is like Mount Sion that 
cannot be removed, Andifit be deemed an abſurdand 
unreaſonable thing (as we poor fallible creatures bave 
thought) to prove the Scriptures from the Authority of 
the Church, Councels, or Pope, and circularly to prove 
the authority of the Church, Councels, or Pope from the 
Scripture; the Jeſuites have found out the Quadrature 
of the Circle, and they tell you, that it is no more abſurd 
that Scripture ſhould lean upon the Churches authority, 
and the Church on the authoritie of Scripture, than that 
$.7obn the Baptiſt ſhould give teſtimonie to Chriſt, and 
Chriſt to him again; or that the Old Teſtament ſhouldbe 
confirmed by the New, and the New Teſtament by the 
Old, Thisis one of their laſt pleas; We find them = 
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retired to their Fort · royal, beat them out of this, and np. 
on the matter all is loſt: and truely that will be no hard 
matter to do, if the Reader pleaſe to conſider. 1. The 
great diſparity of the alledged inſtances. ohn and Chriſ 
might give teſtimony one to another, but neither of them 
did ſimply depend upon each others teſtimonies. Suppo- 
ſing that Chriſt had given no expreſſe teſtimonie concer. 
ning John, yet] ſay the miſſion of ohn was not only true 
in it ſelf, but ſufficiently evident to the Jews, as plainly 
appears from bence: That the Phariſees, when asked by 
Chriſt, whether the Baptiſme of John was from Heaven 
or of men, were afraid to deny its Heavenly original, as 
being againſt the common ſentiment of the Jewes: and 
Chriſt chargeth the Phariſees with re jecting the counſel of 
God 4; ainſt themſelver,bring not baptized of lobn,Luk.7.30 
And much more true it is of Chriſt , that be did not 
depend upon the teſtimonie of /ohy, but had other and 
better teſtimonie, Iobhn 5.36. But I have greater teſtimony 
than that of [chn. And it is enough for my purpoſe, if 
either Chriſt or oh» had an authority independent upon 
the others evidence, though the other had not. And the 
like may be faid of the Old and New Teſtament: well 
may they give teſtimonie one to another, for neither of 
them doth totally depend upon the other. The old 
Teſtament did ſufficiently evidence its authority, before 
ever the New Teſtament was written; and the New Te 
ſtament too did carry other convincing evidences of its 
divine original and authoritie, beſides the teſtimonie of 
the Oid Teſtament: ſuch as the voice from Heaven, Thu 
& my beloved Son, 2 Pet. 1.17. and the glorious mira - 
cies he did, Joh. 5. 36. The works that I do, bear witne(s of 
me, that the Father hath [cnt me: the holineſſe of his life, 
power of his doctrine, patience of his death. But now 
(to apply this to our preſent purpoſe it is here far others 


wiſe: tor the Scripture (ſay they) doth not 2 
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ſelf any other way to us but by the Churches teſtimony 


(as we have heard from their own words) and Coun- 
cels,Fathers,and the Pope (we ſay, and have proved)can- 
not evidence their Autboritie and Inſallibilitie any other 
way but by the Scriptures, (which according to their 
principles is impoſſible)or by their own teſtimonie,which 
is ridiculous, 

2, Let it be conſidered, that the Romaniſts do not 
make theſe four, Scripture, Fathers,Councels, and Popes 
coordinate and collateral foundations of their Faith, as it 
each of them did contribute a diſtin& and independent 
ſupport unto the Romiſh Faith; but indeed they make 
one of them totally to depend upon another, and at laſt 
reduce them all to one, and { to ſpeak properly) to none. 
For the Fathers, and Councels, and the ſplendid name 
of the Church, however they are pretended to put a fair 
gloſs upon a foul cauſe, yer indeed the authority of chem 
all is as vigorouſly diſputed againſt by the moſt and lear- 
nedeſt Romaniſts, as by any Proteltants in the world. 
You remember, what their great maſter Bellar mine told 
you, That inſallibiliiy and ſupreme Authority # not partly 
in the Pope, partly in the Councel, but wholly in the Pope: 
what need we trouble our ſelves ſurther? Thoſe four are 
now reduc'd to two, Scripture and the Pope; and thoſe 
two mult mutually prove one another. There is no ſo- 
lid and ſufficient ground for me to believe the5criptures, 
but the teſtimonie of the Pope, ſay the Papiſts; and there 
is no ſolid and ſufficient ground for me to believe the 
Authoritie and infallibilitie of the Pope, but the teſtis 
monie of the Scriptures, For the Fathers and Councels re- 
ceiving all their authoritie and infallibilitie fro the Pope, 
cannot give bim the infallibilitie and authoritie they re- 
ceived from him. Now how ſenſleſs a reſolution of Faith 
this is (though moſt of the Papiſts bave no better and no 
Dre 
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if a Student ſhould ſay thus: I ſhould not believe ſuch a 
book to be an excellent book, but for my Tutors teſti» 
monie, who tels me ſo. And again: I ſhould not believe 
my Tutors teſtimonie to be of any validity, but for the 
teſlimonie of that book concerning him Who would not 
laugh at ſuch an aſſertion? Or as if a man ſhould ſay: 
I ſhould not believe the honeſty of Richard were it not 
for the teſtimony of Thomas. And I ſhould not believe 
the honeſty ot Thomas, were it not for the teſtimonie of 
Ric hard. Where is there a man that will accept of ſuch 
fecurity in a trivial worldly bargain? and yet che Papiſts 
are content to venture their Souls upon it. From all that 
bath been ſaid, I conclude, that the pretended authori- 
ries we have diſcourſed of, do neither ſeverally nor yet 
jointly afford a ſolid Foundation for a Papilts Faith, 
nor prove that infallibilitie which they pretend to; and 
conſequently, there is no ſolid Foundation for a Papilts 
Faith. And here I might diſcharge my ſelf from furcher 
trouble, baving diſcovered the Nullity of all the preten- 
ces which have been hitherto owned by the Church of 
Rome. 


CHAP, V. 


of oral Tradition, and the teſtimonie of the 
preſent Church, 


C.1. Nut becauſe I am reſolved to do their cauſe all 
the right that may be, and give them all the 
favourable allowance they can deſire, I ſhall conſider 
the ſingular conceipts of their private DoRors,where the 
authors are any whit conſiderable, and their opinion hath 
any thing of plauſibility. There then is another ſhifr, 
which ſome ſubtle Romaniſts have lately invented; who 
rr, 
che 
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that field by ſtrength of Seripture and argument, in the 
conceit about the infa libility of the Pope or Councel, 
come in for their ſuccour with an Univerſal Tradition, 
and the authoritie of the preſent Church. This is the way 
of Ruſb worth in bis Dialogues, Mr,Whitr,and Holden, and 
Sir Kenelm Digby, and S. Clara. Their defence and diſ- 
courſe is this, for I ſhall give you their opinion in their 
own words. A man may prudently believe the preſent 
Church foy her ſelf, and ought ſo to do: a man needs nut, nor 
is cbliged to enquire further; there he may ſuſily fix: 
(a) ſaich S. Clara. Thus the IL. Fanlk/ands Adverſary: 
That ſociety of Chriſtians, which alone pretend to teach n- 
thing but what they bave received from their Fathers, aud 
they from theirs, and ſo from the Apoftlis, they muſt needs 
hold the truth which was firſt delivered; for if they could 
tlach falſhoods, then ſome age muſt either have errea in u- 
derſtanding their Anceſtiys, or have jcined to deceive they 
poiterity, neither of which is credible. But the Church of 
Rome, and they oxely, pretend to teach n:thing elſe, &c. Ergo 
they muſt needs hold the truth. The acute Mr. White ex- 
plains che opinion more exactly and fully, and the ſtrength 
of his and their notion 1 ſhall give you in his words. 

I. The nat ions did underſtand the Doctrine taught by 
th: Apoſtles, and practiſed it, and highly valuedit, as mt 
necg[ary for them and their poſteritie, and to be preferred be- 
fore all other things. 

2. Thoſe firſt Chriſtians even at their death, both cowl al 
and would, and therefore donbtleſſe did moſt vehemently com- 
mend thus doll xine to their children: and the Fathers did 
alwaies deliver the ſame dotirine which they rectived from 


— — — 


(a) Prudenter Eccleſie præſenti propter ſeipſam credi poteſt & dcbet. 
— 10a eſt opt, ncc obligatur homo ad inquirendum alterins, ibi tuio (iti 
poteft. Syſtem. fidei c. 104 Ubi di/c138 aſſerit tiſlirconum præſcutis Eccieſe 
eſe inſallibile, 


2 


their 
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_ Pax ents, and under that notion becauſe they had recti 
Ded its 
"iP any delivered another doftrine, he could be prove - 
atyar by the reſt of the world; or if all could agree a gain 
their conſciences to deliver a new doctrine, under that notin 
eil. of a Doctrine delivered from their parents) the 
whole age would be gailty of treachery and parricide, a co: 
ſhould agree to murder themſelves, which u impoſſible. ſar 
4. There was a perpetual ſucceſſion of Paſtors, who tot 8 
care of Faith and Manners, and it is evident, that the PA. 14 
ſtors and people had the ſame Faith. pe 
5. And here aroſe bereſies, by which the truth might b ©: 
more cleared, and they that maintained the antient dottrin 
might be diſtinguiſhed from Innovators, which Innovator I int 
did not publickly reject the Apoſtles doctrine, but pleadeait ov 
was not rightly underſtood, and the other part kept the nam I #4 
of the Catholicł Church. | 
6. It is neceſſary that that congregation, which alwaiu I fe 
kept the antient diſcipline, ſhould alone preſiſſe that ſhe recti ¶ tes 
ved her opinions from Chriſt by perpetual ſucc:ſſion, and that | ia: 
ſhe neither did nor could receive any thing into the Canon of lic 
their Faith under another notion. Cl 
7. As certainly th:refore, as one may know, that the con- qu 
gregation of believers, which at this day is called Catholic, yo 
is animated with a number of learned and wiſe men, ſo cir- © 
rainly will it be known, that ſhe is not conſcious of any news 
neſs of dectrine, and therefore there is no new doll rine. nc 
8. Following ages cannot be ignorant, what former ages be lat 
lieved about thoſe things which are explained in Sermons, © 
Catechiſmes, Prayers, and Sacraments, and ſuch are all br 
things neceſſary to the Catholick, Faith. oy 
9. This doctrine delivered from band to hand was con- wu 
firmed by long cuſtome, diverſe lawes, rewards and puniſß-· 
ments both of this and the following life, monuments of wri* 
ters, by which all wonld be kept in it. 


10, Following 
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10. Following Rulers could not change the deftrine of 
their Predeceſſors without ſc hiſme, and notorious tumult in 
the Church, as daily Experience proveth. (a) To the ſame 


— 


(a) 1. Gentes intelligebanc, quòd Apoſtoli docuerunt, & opere 
complebant, eamque doctrinam magni æſtimabant, & ſummè neceſ- 
ſatiam bi & poſteris ſuis & cæteris omnibus neꝑotiis præponendam. 
2. Illi ergo primi Chciſtiani doctrinam iſtam filiis & ſucceſſoribus 
& potuerunt & voluetunt, etiam morientes, enixiſſimè commendare, 
de que ind ubiè hoc fecerunt. Et partes ſiliis eandem doctrinam ſem- 
pet tradiderunr, quam ipſimet acceperant a ms joribus, & eo titulo 
ctedebant quia accepet ant. 3. Si quiſquam aliam (dofrinam) tra- 
deret, mendacii à reliquo orbe cony.ncexetur, vel ft omnes novant 
conarentur eo titulo tradere,conſcientia teſte, verdi et parricidiitota 
illa ztas condemnarertur, & veiuti ad ſe occidendos conſpitarent, 
quod irpoſſibile eſt, 4, Paſtorcs perpetuò ſuccefſerunt, qui curam 
fidei et morum gererenet; (conſtar autem quod populi et paſtorum 
una fuit fides ,una doctrina. Idem trac. 2. F. C. pag. 114.) 5. Et hæ- 
reſes ottæ ſunt, quibus veritas magis eluceſcetet et diſtinguerentur 
recentiores doctrinæ antiquæ contra novatores. Qui quidem novato- 
res non palam averſabantur doctrinam Apoſtolorum, ſed eſſe male 
intel lectam contendebant: teliquæ autem parti manũt nomen Catho- 
licæ Eccleſiæ. 6. Neceſſe eſt autem eam fidelivm congregationem, 
quæ ſemper antiquæ diſeiplinæ tenax erat , ſolam profiter ſe A 
Chriſto per ſucceſſionem perpetuam dog mata ſua accepiſſe, nec quic- 
quam alio titulo recepiſſe in dei Canonem; neque unquam reciperg/ 
polle, 7. Quanta itaque certitudine quiſquam agnoſcere poteſt 
congregationem illam fidelium, quæ hodie Catholica dicitur, elſe 
virorum prudentium et dod orum multitudine animatam, rant certi- 
tudine i pſi conſtabit eam non efle conſciam ſibi de aliqua doftrine 
novitate, ideoque nullam elle novitatem. 8. Nullo modo poreſt 
latere ſuccedanea ſæcula, quid præeuntia crediderint circa ea que 
concionibus, catecheſibus, orationibus, et ſactamentis exponuntur: 
talia autem ſunt un: verſa ad idem Catholicam neceſſaria. 9. Con- 
firmara erat hæc docttina per manus tradita longa con ſuetudine, va- 
riis legi bus, prœmĩis et poenis tum hu jus tum ſequentis vitæ, ſetiptu- 
rum monumentis, quibus omnes in ea retinerentur, Thomas Anglus 
in ſono buccine,de fide & Theol. tract. i. parag. 4. & 5. 10. Reftores 
ſuccedanei non poterant deceſſoris doctt inam immurare abſque ſchiſ- 
mate, et notorio Eccleſiz tumultu, ut quotidiana ezperientia compro- 


bat, De fide & Theol. tract. 24 parag. 3. 
purpoſe 
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purpoſe alſo Holden diſcourſeth in his Treatiſe of the reſa 
lution of Faith. This is a new Plea, and delerves ſpecial 
conſideration. 

§- 2. For Anſwer, 1. I give Mr. Wh: and his wor. 
thy Partners bumble thanks for che great favour or ra- 
ther juſtice done by them to che Proteſtant cauſe. Jor, 
whereas this is the perplexing queſt ion, wherewith they 
think to puzzle us, How we can know the Scriptures 10 
be the word of God without the Churches infallible u- 
thoritie? and from the ſuppoſed infallibilitie thereof, 
they infer the neceſſitie of the Churches authoritie:theſe 
kind-hearted Gentlemen have helped us out of che b:y- 
ars: for now it ſeems, and it is a truth, and ſo far che 
argument from Tradition is really conclufive, that we 
may know the Scripture to be the word of God without 
the Churches infallible authority, vic. by tradition. And 
the argumẽt of Traditio would not at all loſe its ſcrength 
if the church were wholly ſtript of the capacity ofa judg, 
and retained only the qualification of a witneſs, and con- 
ſequently che Churches authority is not at all neceſſary, 
And if che Church ſhould boaſt of her authority againſt 
or above Tradition, it may be ſaid to her according to 
theſe mens principles, as the Apoſtle ſaid ro the Gentiles, 
Rom. 11. /f thou hoaſt, thou hear: ſt not tradition, but Tradi- 


rion thee, for ſo ſay theſe Doctors. Mr. Wire ſpends one Wi 


entire chapter upon the proof of this Propoſition, that the 
ſucceſſion of doctrine i; the only rule of Faith (a), and faith, 
that whether we place this infallibilitie in the whole body p 
the Church, or in Councels, or in Scriptares, in each of theſe 
their authority is reſolved into and all depends upon Tradi- 
ion (b). And be ſpends ſeveral Chapters to ſhew, 


(a) De fide & Theol. tract. 2. Parag. 18. 

(b) Sive infallibilitatem in corpore Eccleſie—ſlatueris, firmitas & 
poſieſſio doctriaæ, quam habet eſt traditio; ſve in Concilits, — ſ ve in 
Scripturis, earum aulhoritas in traditionem reſotyjtur, De fide & Theol, 
trail. 2. parag. 18. „„ | 
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that neither the Pope, ner Councels can give any ſolidity, or 
certaintie to our Faith but what they have from Tradition. 
Ific be ſaid, Tradition is conveyed to us by the Church, 
and ſo there is {til a neceſſitie of her Authoritie. I an- 
{wer plainly, no. It followes onely, that there is neceſſi⸗ 
ty of ber Miniſtrie, but not of her Authoritie. A Pro« 
cla mation of the King and Councel could not come to 
my bands, (if1 live at 7ork,) but by a Meſſenger, and 
by the Scribe or Printer: But if any from this neceſſity 
of his Miniſtry infer his Authoritie, I may well deny the 
conſequence. But becauſe it is unbandſome to extenuate 
acourcelie, 1 hold my ſelf obliged further to acknow- 
ledge the great kindneſſe of our Adverſaries, who not 
contented to alert the yaliditie of the Proteſtants Foun- 
dation of Faith, have alſo overturned their own, which 
that you may the becter underſtand, I ſhall briefly re- 
preſent co you the ſweet Harmony of theſe Cadmear 
Brechren, and how God hath confounded the language 
of Babels Builders: ſo that they have little to doe, but 
to ſtand ſtill, and ſee the ſalvation of God, while theſe 
Midianitis and Amalikites thruſt their ſwords in one a- 
nothers ſides, ; 

The opinion and language of moſt papiſis in the worid 
this, That 7 raaition is therefore onely infallible, becawſe 
it is delivered to us by the Church which is infallible. (a) 
If you ask Bellarmine what it is, by which I 4m aſſured 

dat a Tradition is right, be anſwers becauſe the whole 
Church which receives it cannot erre. (6) So the late 


* 


— — — — 


(3) Labyrinthus Cantuarienſss, p. 68. 
(b) Quando univerſa Exc'cſia aliquid ſervat, vel aliquid tan quam 
i dogma amplefliuur quod non ell (criptum, neteſſe eſt dicere ab A- 
flolis traditum, Ratio eft,quia eum Eccleſis univerſa errare non ſeſſit, 
Tin. 3. c. Certè quod Eccleſia de fide eſſe credit, ſine dubio eſt de 
, ie verbo Dei lib,4 6.9. 
K Anſwer 


e. De fie & Theul: tract. a. Parog, 1, 


* 
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Anſwer'of Biſhop Land. T here is no means left td belei 1 
any thing with a divine infall:ble Faith, if the Aut hei. v 
tie of the Catholic Church be rejected as errencomn, and ſa· 

lible, for who can believe either Creed, or Scripture, or uw} # 
written Tradition, but upon bir Autheritie. (a) Nay, C. 
Clara bimſelf, notwichſtanding his R omantick ſtrain, if 4 
That Tradition, and the naked Teftimorie of the preſent dil 
Church i ſufficient, yet elſewhere conſeſſeth the Chum R 
ches infallibilitie muſt neceſſarily be ſuppoſed to make ny in 
Faith certain. His words are thele: The Teſtimenie off 4 
the Church, by which Traditions come to , #2 inſallibly, 4! 
from a Divine Revelation, becauſe it is evident from iu ”" 
Scripture,that the Church is infallible:and preſently after, 
If the Church were not infallible, it con/d not produce in m 
an infallible Faith (b). And this was the conſtant Do- 
Arine of the Romiſh Maſters in all former Ages, Ne 
come a new Generation, who finding the Notion of It 
fallibilitie hard beſet, and the pillar ſhaken, they ſoppor 
their cauſe with a quite contrary poſition, that it is not t 
Churches infallibilitie that rendirs Tradition infallible ( 
their former maſters held bt the inſallibilitie of Traditi 
that makes the Church infallible, and therefore they ſay 
the Church ber ſelf is no furth:r infallible than ſte follows. 
Tradition. Thus Mr.lWhite plainly tels us, that c Connce 0 
are not infallible becauſe the Special aſſiſtance of Gods ſpirit mu ; 
makes them in allible, but becauſe by irre fragable teſt ima aviq 
—_ 0 an 


— 


Qua 
(a) 1n Lauds labyrinth. ch. pag. 17, Gh Dico ſecundoquid teſtin - t « 
nium Eccleſiæ per quod nobiles ille veritates (tradite) ianoteſcunt in 
libile eſt, nempe ob revelationem givinam: quia manifeſts babemus i 
Scripuris,Eccleſiam iſſe infallib em fi igitur illa L Authorit as Ece 
ſe non eſſet inſallibilis, non produceretur in nabis fides infallibilis. . 
fidei c. 10. num. 3. ſe) Nos quia ſpeciali ſpiritus ſans inſlinflu in 
bil tas iis affletur, ſed quia irrtſragabili teftimonio ſucceſtionem D 
ne roborant — & ſunt jrrecuſabiles teſtes traditionis, pro tis decertand 
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eve they confirme the (ucceſſion of their Doftrines, and ave ſuch 
rk. witneſſes of Tradition as cannot be refuſed. 
fal Thus Holder having told us, that the Popes iufallibilitie 
we if # controverted on both ſides by juſt, godly, and moſt learned 
I Cath:licks, as well antient as modern, and neither fide cone 
ain, m ned by Authentic cenſure s, (which, by the way, 
{at} diſcovers the deſperateneſſe of the greateſt part of the 
burr Romiſh Church at this day, which venture their Soules, 
end reſt cheir Faith upon what themſelves conſeſſe to be 
ie a doubtſul Foundation, viz the Popes intallibilitie:) b 
10% Divines (laith he) confeſſe it is not certain with & Di- 
el vine and a Cotholick Faith, (he comes to lay down this 
iter, | Concluſion, that the infallibility of the Church is not from 
n priviledg granted to the Roman SetJor S. Peters Smc« 
Do- cler, but from the Univerſal and C atholick Tradition of the 
wil Church e, and Councels fare no better than Popes. They 
ie (faith he) wor Founders, but onely Guardians and Mit- 
von ele of revealed Truth d. So Mr. White allowes neither 
e Pope nor Councels any infallibilitie, but what they have 
(u ſrom Tradition, as we have ſeen, and tels us in expreſſe 
nun termes, that Tradition is overthrown, if any other principle 


(ay EM i — — — 


M (a) An ſummorum Pontificum decveta ſint ex inſlitut one chriſſi ab 
WOO mi errore libera—hec, mquam, 14 utramg; bartem ventilata wide- 
Dirt mus 2 piiſimis quamplarimis & doctiſſi mis Catholicis Authoribus tas 
mo antiquioribus,qudm recentioribus, quorum ncutram partem audivimus un- 
quem ſuiſſe cenſuris aliquibus autheuticis probibitam aut improbatam: 
Huapropter evident i ſimè conſlat Catholicum neminem aſtringi aut huic 
up dat alteri parti adberere tanquam fidei C atholicæ & Diving articuls; 
De reſolut. fidei lib. 2. c. 1. bag. 174. (b) Nec opus oft, t 
of judicio, divinam infallibilitatem Romane ſedi anneflere (quod omnet 
Theologi agnoſcunt non eſ[e divina & Catholica fide certum. Li. ib. p. 178. 
) Ecclefie inſallibilit as non privilegio aliquo aut ſeds Romans, out 
i Petri ſucceſſori diviaitus impartito—ſed uni vera & Catholic 
alitiaai Eccleſia præcipus tribuenda eſt. idem ib. p. 174. (6d) E- 
i in (oncilits ſunt tuntummodo Cuſlodes , ac Teſles veritatum reuc- 

ane, wy anmem conditores, Holden lib. 1c 9. N53. 
— 75 — K 2 . be 


136 The Nulityof the Romiſh Faith. 


Anſwer'of Biſhop Laxd. There is no means left td beleineY 1 
any thing with a divine infal;ble Faith, if the Aut hei. 
tie of the Catholic Church be rejected as erroncomn, and fal- 

lible, for who can believe either Creed, or Scripture, or . 
written Tradition, but upon her Authoritie (a) Nay, 1. 
Clara himſelf, notwithſtanding bis R omantick ſtrain, I 4 
That Tradition, and the naked Teftimerie of the preſent diſ 
Church i ſufficient, yet elſewhere conſeſſeth the Chur ¶ Re 
ches infallibilitie muſt neceſſarily be ſuppoſed to make ny in 
Faith certain. His words are thele: The Teſtimonie d 
the Church, by which Traditions come to , #4 infallible, 44 
from a Divine Revelation, becauſe it is evident from th u 
Scripture, that the Church is infalible:and preſently after, Co 
If the Church were not infallible, it cas d not produce in m 
an infallible Faith (b). And this was the conſtant Do- 
Qrine of the Romiſh Maſters in all former Ages. Nov © 
come a new Generation, who finding the Notion of Inj . 
fallibilitie hard beſer , and the pillar ſhaker, they ſuppon i 4. 
their cauſe with a quite contrary poſition, chat it is not iu Jop 
Churches infallibilitie that rendiis Tradition infallible (uf fon 
their former maſters held bu the inſallibilitie of Traditin 
that makes the Church infallible, and therefore they ſay, 
the Church her ſelf is no furthir infallible than ſte follownl 
Tradition. Thus Mr.lVhite plainly tels us, that c Conncelt 
are not infallible becauſe the ecial aſſiſtance of Goa ſpiri 
wakes them in allible, but becauſe by irr:fragable teſtinoni 


—  — 


(a) 1n Lauds labyrinth. ch. pag 17. (b) Dico ſecundoquid teſti 
ninm Ecclefie prr quod nobiles ile veritates (tradite) ianoteſcunt in 
libile eſt, nempe ob revelationem givinam: quia manifeſt# babemus.i 
Scripturis, Eceleſiam ſe infallihſen — fi igitur illa L Authorit as Ecc 
ſe]non eſſet inſallibilis, aon produceretur in nabis fides infallibilis. ia el. 
fidei c. 10. num. 3. ſe) Nos quia ſpeciali ſpiritus ſans inſlinflu infa 
bil-tas tis affletur, ſed quia irrefragabili teftimoaio ſucceſiionem L 
ne roborant — & ſunt irrecuſabiles teftes traditionis, pro tis decertandi 
e. De fide & Theol. tract. a. Parag.: 1, | | 


11 


they confirme the (ucceſſion of their Doftrines, and are ſuch 
witneſſes of Tradition as cannot be refuſed. 

Thus Holden having told us, thet the Popes inſalibilitie 
u controvert. d on both ſides by juſt, godly, and moſt learned 
Cath:licks, as well antient as modern, and neither fide cone 
dewned by Authentic cenſure a, (which, by the way, 
diſcovers the deſperateneſle of the greateſt part of the 
Romifh Church at this day, which venture their Soules, 
and reſt their Faith upon what themſelves conſeſſe to be 
adoubciul Foundation, viz the Popes intallibilitie:) Þ 
All Divines (faith he) confeſſe it is not certain with a Di- 
vine and a Cotholick Faith, (he comes to lay down this 
Concluſion, )that the infallibility of the Church is not from 
an priviledg granted to the Roman Set\or F. Peters Sac. 

or but ſrom the Univerſal and Catholic Tradition of the 
Church e, and Councels fare no better than Popes. They 
4 (ſaith he} not Founders, but onely Guardians and Mit- 
nales of revealed Truth d. So Mr. White allowes neither 
Pope nor Councels any infallibilitie, but what they have 
rom Tradition, as we have ſeen; and tels us in expreſſe 
termes, that Tradition is overthrown, if any other principle 


**— 
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' (a) An ſummor um Pontiſicum decreta ſint ex inſlitut one chriſſi ab 
ami errore libera— hec, inquam, 14 utramg; bartem ventilata vide- 


ö a mus Z piiſſi mis quamplarimis & doctiſſi mis Catholicis Authoribus ts 


atiquioribus,qudm recentioribus, quoſ um neutram partem audi vimus un- 
un fuiſſe cenſuris aliquibus autheuticis probibitam aut improbat am: 
Hupropter evident i ſimè conſtat Catholicum neminem aſtrirgi aut huic 
inst alteri parti adha rere tanquam fidei Catholic æ e Diving articulo. 
De reſolut. fidei lib. 2. c. 1. bag. 174. (b) Nec opus eft, wco 
icio, divinam infallibilitatem Romane ſedi anneflere (quod omnes 
Theologi agnoſcunt non eſſe divina & c atholica fide certum. Lil. ib. p.178. 
) Eccleſie inſallibilit as non privilegio aliquo aut ſedi Romas, out 
wi Petri ſucceſſori diviaitus impartito—ſed uni ver & Catholice 
aditioni Eccleſia ——preciput tribuenda eft. idem ib. p. 17. (d) E. 
iin (onciliis ſunt tuntummodo Cuſtodes, ac Teſles veritatum verc - 

um, von autem conditorcs. Holden lib. 1.6 9. f. 153 · 
en gens, K23 he 
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be added to it: For here lies the (olidity of Traditicn, tha 
nothing is accepted by the Church but from Traditiona in. 

§. 3. Well, what ſhall the poor unlearned RomaniſtY al 
do, that finds bis great Maſters at variance in the = 2 
Foundation of his Faith? Here are two contradictory a 
ſertions, one of them muſt be unavoidably falſe. A man} er: 
may with probability at leaſt aſſert the Falſhood of ti: fot 
ther of them, having the ſuffrage ot diverſe of their own m 
molt learned Catholick Authors for him in either opini-Y Mu 
on; but whether they be true or falſe, their cauſe is loſt, 

1. If they be true. And 1. if that be true, that Tre Cc 
dition be the Foundation of the Churches infallibiliy, bu 
then 1\Whence hath Tradition this infallibilitie? From on 
Scripture? That they utrerly diſclaim. From Tradit- Au 
on? Then why may not Scripture give Teſtimonie toitY #1 
ſelf as well as Tradition? And whence bath that Trade 
tion its infallibilitie? and ſo in i»finiram? Is it fron pre 
the reaſon of the thing? So Mr. White implies, who u. fid 
rempts to prove it by rational and Logical Diſcourſe, Bil 
but himſelf bath prevented that, while he ſaith, To h N. 
upon Logical inſereucis i to place the Foundation of ow g 
Faith and the Church in the Sand b. And S Clara give #7 
a check to this: Jt is more reaſonable and wiſe , even i K. 
the moſt Learned and acute pt rſent to relie upon the Aut of 
ritie of the Church, than to adhere to our own reaſoning vi 


bow plauſible ſoever c, And that is largely diſproved u an 


* 8 = 
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a) Evertitur Traditio, ſi aliud fidei principium ei ad datur. Inde en on 
eſt Traditionis firmitas, quod nibil niſi ex ea ab Eccleſia acceptetur, | the 
fide e Theol.l-2,parag. 18. 

(b) Legicis niti ratiunculis eſt ſdei e Eccleſia fundamina in [ably ©. 
collocare. nbi ſupri tract. 2. parag. 18. (c) Dico igitur quod ration ub 
lius & ſapientius eſt,, etiam reſpecta Dett ſi mo um & acutiſſi morn do 
minum, Author itati Rccleſte, quam rat uncnlis noſtris lickt appar 5 dcr 


mis adbereie. Syſlem.ſidi i cap. 1 2. 1 9. 
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the following Diſcourſe. ' Is it then from the Churches 
inſallibilitie? This they deny, and allow the Church no in- 
fllibilitie independent upon Tradition. 

2. Seeing they grant the Church may erre, iſ ſne re- 
cede from Tradition, I can never be ſure ſhe doth not 
erre, unleſſe I be ſure ſhe keep to Tradition: And there- 
fore I mult examine that, and jadge oſ it, and ſo private 
men are made judges of Controverſies, which they ſo 
much dread, 

3. Hereby the Authoritie of the Pope and general 
Councels of Biſhops is readred unneceſſary. I prove ir 
thus: If theſe be neceſſary onely as witneſſes to Traditi- 
on, then their Authoritie is not neceſſary; for it is not 
Authoritie, but knowledpe and fidelity which readers a 
wicnelle competent. A Lay: hearer of St. Paul may be 
s competent a witneſſe of the Doctrine he beard S. Paul 
preach, as a Biſhop, ſuppoling a parity in their knowledg, 
fidelity, and converſe with the Apoſtle; and another 
Biſhop may be as competent a witneſſe as the Biſhop of 
Rome, and conſequently as infallible, and any congre- 
gation of diſcreec and pious Chriſtians, who heard &. Pe- 
ur preach, are as infallib!e witneſſes as the Church of 


u R-we; and if there were a general aſſembly of Lay-men 
vthel} of equal knowledg and Experience, they are as infallible 
"al witoelles what the Faith of the next precedent age was, 
ed u 8nd hat the Faich of the preſent Church js, as a Coun- 


cel of Biſhops: - nay (co (peak truth) they ate more cre- 
dible witne ſſes, bee uſe lefle biaſſed by intereſt, affecti- 
on, or prejudice. Thele rocks the firſc branch tluows 
zbem upon. 
% 2. If they fly from this, and make the Churches infal- 
kbibilitie che foupdayon of Traditions(as the molt papiſts 
do) then they muſt demacſtrate. that jnſallibilitie from 
dcriptur e, Fathers, or Councels, which we have ſeen they 
vl. cannot do. So that if either of their poſitions be true, 
er cauſe is lot, kz but 
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But 2. If either of them be falſe, they are gone tos, 
For if Tradition be not infallible in it ſelf without the 
Churches Authority (as the one ſide ſaith,) then the Pas 

iſts have no certain rule for the Church to ſteer iu 
courſe by, ( for the Scriptures they do not own as ſuch) 
and if the Church be not infallible but by vertue of 
this Tradition(as the other (ide ſaiih,)rben they conkefle 
the inſufficiency of all their proof from Scripture and 
from the Authoritie of Fathers and Councels, and their 
Autboritie is no more than that of any Faithful or credi- 
ble Hiſtorian, and inſtead of a Divine the Papiſts haye 
nothing but an Hiſtorical Faith. I ſhall conclude this 
firſt Anſwer with one Syllogiſme from the words and af- 
ſertions of Mr. White, Tradition is overthrown, if another 

Principle of Faith be added to it. But the molt and learned 
eſt Doctors of che Romiſh Church do adde another prin. 
Ciple co it, vic. the Churches authoritie and infallibilitie, u 
I ſhewed from their own words; Ergo, either Tradition, 
and all chis new device, or the Authoritie of the Romiſh 
Church is overthrown. 
H 4. Anſw, 2. This new Conceit directly thwarts the 
d of God in the writing of the Scripture , and in 
the common ſence and experience of all mankind, 
For hereby a verbal Tradition is made a more ſure way 
of conveyance to poſteritie than a writing. It hath been 
the wiſdome of God in former ages to take care that 
thoſe things might be written, which he would have 
kept in remembrance. Zxod. 17.14. Write thu fors 
memorial in 4 Book, So little did God truſt this (now 
ſuppoſed infallible)way of oral Tradition, that we would 


writs 


— 


8 uo CEOS sers ees sassen es 


' 


The Nallity of the Romiſh Faith, I4r 


write it with his own finger once and again after the 
breaking of the firſt Tables. And although, whileſt the 
Church was confined to a Few Families, & divine revela- 
tions were frequently renewed, a verbal Tradition was 
ſufficient, yet when the Church came to be multiplied, 
and eſpecially when it comes to be diſperſed into all Na- 
tions, and Revelations ceaſe, then Writing proves of ab- 


lelſe I (lure neceflicie. How farre the firſt and wiſelt Chri- 
— ſtians were from Mr. Whites opinion appears from hence, 
di that not daring to lean upon the broken Reed of Oral 


Tradition, they did earneitly deſire che Apoſtles to com- 
mit their Doctrines to writing, Euſebius reports that 


- S Peter's bearers were not content with this way of Tra- 
dition from Peters mouth, but (for want of Mr. Whites 
— preſence there to convince them or̃ their Folly) they 


turneſtiy beg gedit of Mark, that he would leave them t har 
Dodd rine in Writing which they had received by word 
mont ha. And Hierome tels us, that St. Iohn the Evans 
geliſt was almoſt forced to write by all the Biſhops of Aſia b. 
who (it ſeems) were raw Novices, who did not under- 
ſtand their Catechiſme, nor che firſt principle in it, vix. 
the ſufficiencie and infallibilitie of Oral Tradition. And 


Wy St. Lobe gives it us under his hand (not fearivg either 
nd, Mr. Whites Anger or his Argument) that he wrote bis 
9a Goſpel ad majerem 4 Ae, that Chriſtians might have 
dhe greater certainty, Zuk. 1. 34. When Jeb deſires the 


perperual continuance of his words, be wiſheth,” O that 
wy word: were now written! Oh that they were Printed 
in a Book! Job. 19.23, And David in the ſame caſe 


— 
——ů—ů 


(a) A Marco multit & variis precibus contendebant, ut manument um 
illad doc riaa, quod ſermone & verbo illis tradidifſet, etiam Scriptis 
mendatum apud eos velinqueret. Hiſlor. lib. 2. cap. 14. (b) Pobannes 
Af Epiſcopis peue omnibus coatlus eft ad ſcribendum. Prafat, in Evan, 
Mat 


K 4 would 
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would not rely upon Tradition, but takes this courſe for 
aſſurance: T his ſpall be written for the generation to come, 
Pſalm, 102. 18. But becauſe Mr. White undoubtedly 
is a better Philoſopher and Divine than eitber Zeke, or 
T1, or David were, (and therefore good reaſon they 
ſhould all vaile to his more penetrating wit and deeper 
Judgment) he ſhall do well ro remember, that God hims 
lelf was of the ſame judgment, --Go, write it beſore them 
in 4 Table, and note it in a Bock that it may be for the time 
to come for ever. Iſa. 30.8. And to this agrees the com · 
mon experience of mankind. Vox audita perit, litera 
ſeripra manet: verbal Traditions quickly vaniſh, onely 
writings are durable. Hence choſe tamous Lawes of Ly- 
cur gut, Inſtitutes of the Dru ides, Philoſophy of yt hagerat 
are upon che matter wholly loſt, and onely ſome fe 
fragments reſerved, becauſe rot committed to writing, 
But this will be put out of doubt by reflecting upon the 
Hiſtory of Mankind, whereby the aerineſſe of this phan- 
taſme will be diſcovered, and the great difference be: 
tween Tradition and Writing in point of certainty de- 
monſtrated. Adam and Noah, the two ſucceſlive heads 
of mankind, did doubtleſſe deliver the true Doctrine to 
their poſterity with the ſame important circumſ ances, 
(which Mr. White ſuppoſeth in the Doctrine of the 
Goſpel) a8 a Doctrine of everlaſting conſequence, and 
they ſo received it, and fora ſeaſon tranſmitted ir to 
their Children. But alas! bow ſoon was all obliterated, 
and in this ſenſe all mankind (ſome very ſew excepted) 
did agree to murther themſelves, and they actually did 
that which Mr. White ſaith» was impoſſible. And fo 
from hence forward let all Logicians take notice of it, 
that 46 efſe ad poſſe non valet conſequentia- Well, ſome 
Centuries after comes Moſes, and by Gods command 
delivers a Law in Writing, and this Law abides, and che 
Jewes to this day rerain it in remembrance and vene- 
| rapion 
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tion, and for above 300e years together have been 
thereby kept from thoſe Pagan opinions and Id olatries, 
which all tbe Scholars of Tradition almoſt in the whole 
World have fallen into: and conſequently Writing is a 
ſure, and Oral Tradition an unſafe and uncertain way 
of conveyance: and this principle bath had univerſal 
influence upon the actions of wiſe men, in all ages, and 
mall things. Hence care hath alwaies been taken for 
the writing of Canons of Councels, Decrees of Courts, 
Acts of Parliament (though the importance of them were 
many times ſo great ad evident, that according to this 
new notion, Writing was ſuperfluous, and verbal Traditi- 
on infallible,) And if thoſe wiſe men dur ſt never truſt 
unwritten Tradition with their Eſtates and worldly con- 
cernment , ſhall we be ſo mad as to venture our Souls 
upon ie? Let Papiſts do ſo, who having given up their 
conſciences to the Pope, cannot ſay their Souls are their 
own, but let them not be diſpleaſed, if we deſire to make 
awiſer bargain. But our Engliſh A poſtate hath a diſtin- 
Rion to ſalve this groſſe abſurdity. /t 5s true (ſaith he) 

D d rines meerly Ipernlative, that the memory u not ſo 
aſt a depoſitory as Written records, but not of ſuc h as may 
be made a it were viſible by practice. And be is pleaſed 
to give un inſtance in the Doll xine of the Sacrament and 
Chriſt; real unſigurative preſence in it, which (ſaith he) 
va more ſecarely and clearly delivered by th: Churches 
ractice, than conld be by books Written, their Preftrations 
and A dorations demonſtrated their aſſurance of bis real pre- 
ſence, where every mans ſaying Amen at the Prieſts pre- 
nunc ing corpus Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti, expreſſedtheir 
cuſfeſſion of that Preſence, with excluſien of all tropes and 
ſgures in the ba ſineſſe. Exomol. &. 1. r. 8. And are theſe the 
great and viſible aſſurances of Doctrines, to which all the 
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been more ſecurely propagated and more clearly and in- 
telligibly delivered to poſterity in Writing, as Creſſy da» 
ringly aſſerts? See Exomelog. Seft. 1. chap. 8. O the 
beſotting nature of Popery! O che tremendous judge 
ment of God puniſhing Apoſtacy with an 2/wp@ i 
reprobate lence! Dare this miſerable man ſay theſe are 
clearer evidences of the real preſence,than if ic bad been 
laid in terminis, This is my Body in a proper and corpo- 
real ſence, or this Bread is converted into the very ſub- 
ſtance of this Body which you now ſee? Theſe men may 
well lay what they pleaſe, for it appears they can believe 
what they liſt. | 
May | with the Readers leave in few words, diſcover 
the ſhametul weakneſſe and borrid impudence of this af 
ſertion. It is true indeed, that the proſtrations and ado- 
rations of Cbriſtians, diſcover d their aſſurance ot the rei 
preſence ? and of all men living could Mr. Cra 
ſ:y this, who had ſo oft ſeen otbers receive, and bimlell 
received the Sacrament in England and Ireland ina po 
fiure ot Adoration,v:z.kneeling, with an aſſurance of the 
faiſhood of chat opinion of the real corporal preſence! 
Why might not the Special yet Spiritual preſence. d 
Chriſt in che Sacrament occaſion this proſtration,as wel 
as the ſpecial and ſpiritual preſence of God inthe An 
occaſioned the Jewes to fall down and worſhip at tis 
Footſtool? And muſt the poor Clark come in with bs 
Ane to help the lame Prieſt over the Stile? Why, 
there is — but when — bears theſe we 
pronounced, this is my Body, will ſay his Amen to it, 
and acknowledg — ſill Chriſts words muſt 
taken in Chriſts ſence, and that is, though figurative, ye 
very frequent in ſuch caſes. In ſhort, fince theſe att 
the practical viſible Arguments alledged as inſtances 
the infallible certainty of Oral Tradition, above all that 
can be ſaid in writing, J hope the Reader (who cor 
: Tt. cerns 
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| a eernes himſelf either in matters of credit or conſcience 
the | will eaſily diſcern and ingenuouſly conſeſſe both the ab- 
ag. ſurdicy of their Arguments and aſſertion, & the folidity 
- 4 | of this ſecond Anſwer, and che advantage of writing a- 
are | dove unwritten Tradition. | 

$ 5. Anſ. 3. Ifthis aſſertion be true and ſolid, and 
Tradition be an infallible Foundation of Faith as theſe 
ſub· nen pretend, then noerrour could come into the Church 
under pretence of Tradition from the Apoſtles. That is 
evident in it ſelf (elſe an infallible Authoritie is liable to 
error, which is a contradiction) and it is granted by our 
Adverſaries, who therefore tell us, that all Hereticks re- 
cede from the Tradition of their Fathers,and broach new 
do-: ¶ ind unbeard of Doctrines, as we have ſeen. 
rei But errors may come into the Church under pretence 
rd of Tradition. Here all the doubt lies, and therefore ! 

ſhall endeayour to make it good; a task which would 

be wholly ſuperfluous, if the impudence of our Adver- 
faries, and the deſperateneſſe of their cauſe did not ob- 
lige them to require, and us to give the proot of the 
molt evident Verities. I might inſiſt upon the doctrine 
of the Chiliaſts (which the papiſts conſeſſe to be falſe) 
which was commended to the Church by Papia and [re- 
neus too as an Apoſtolical Tradition, and ſo received by 
the generality ot Orthodox Chriſtians faith ff i Mar- 
ur. This argument is rendred more conſiderable , by 
the pitiful evaſion wherewith Mr. White ſhoffles it off, 
laying, That the Chiliaſts were deceived by Cerinthus, 
who feigned be had this from the Apoſtles in private diſcour- 
ſer, not in publick, preaching.(a) For (to ſay — 
this that the Fathers derive its pedigree from ano 


= root) whatever was the occaſion ang ground of this mi- 
tha 
cor 


cos} ) De fide & Theolog, tract, 1. & 7. po, 
"20 | ſtake 
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Rake in that Tradition, it ſufficiently proves what 1 intend 
viz. that many or moſt of the Guides of the Church 
may receive falle Doctrines as coming ſrom the Apo- 
Ales, and fo tranſmit them to their Polteritie,which is 
the thing now denied. It was an old Obſervation of 
Trenæius concerning the Hereticks of his time (one would 
think che words were not onely Hiſtorical of them, but 
allo Prophetical of the Papilts,) When Hereticks are repro 
ved ont of the Scripture, they begin to accuſe the Scrips 
ture, 4#ifTrgth could rot be diſcovered by thoſe that know 
nos Tradition (a). The Arriang pretended they bad their 
Doctrine by Tradition from their Anceſtors: particularly 
they named Origen, Dionyſius, Alexanarinu, and Lucia 
the Martyr, by whoſe hands their Doctrine had been 
conveyed to them, as Baronizs acknowledgetch. Epiph- 
nus tels us, the Cæjani pretended S. Paul as the Author 
and Founder of their Heretical Doctrines. The Pilagiant 
doaſted of their Doctrine, That it had been al wies cele- 
brated by the Learning of Holy men (b). The Doctrine oi 
rebaptization ( which the Papiſts acknowledg to be 
erroneous) was brought in by Cyprian and the Africa 
Biſhops, under a pretence of Tradition: The word 
of Cyprian are thele: We do not new broach a new Dot rin 
but one long ſince decreed by our Predeceſſors (c). It is true 
Pamelius ſaith he means this of bis immediate Prede 
ceſſors, Agrippintu, and the reſt, and that will ſerve my 
turne, if Mr, Whites Argument will hold: for then ng 


— C— 


(a) Cun ex Scriptuvis arguuntur beretici, in accuſat ionem con ver- 
auatur Scrigturarums quia noa foſſit ex bis inveniri veritas ab his qu 
veſciunt Traditionem, lib. 2. c. 2. pag. 169. a 

(b} Fam ſanflorun wirorum ſemper celebravit erudit io. Aug. lib. i. 
contra Juli mum. & lib 2.de Bapt. c. 2. 

(e) Sententiam noſtram aon no bm promimus, ſed jam idem ab an» 
teceßoribus noſtvis latul am. Epiſl. 73. | 
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Age{and conſequently nosthis) could either he ignorant 
of, or knowingly recede from the Doctrine of their Fa- 
thers, nor they from their Fathers, and ſo upward to the 
Apoliles. And indeed Cyprian carries it higher, even to 
the Apoſtles, whiles he cals it 7 be Faith of the Cathclick, 
Church, and reckons jt amongſt the Apoſtclical and Evan- 
felical Precepts a. And Firmilianexpreſly affirmes it 
was delivered by Chriſt and his Apoſties b. And will 
theſe mens confidence yet ſerve them to aflert , that no 
errour could come into the Church by Tradition? 

If all choſe Eminent African Biſhops and Churches 
might eicher miſ-underſtand their Anceſtors or deceive 
their Poſteritie,(as Mr. hite cannot deny they dideither 
the one or other) why migbt not the Spaniſh or French 
or Roms do it. If it be ſaid, there was a promiſe to the 
contrary at leaſt for the Church of Rome. Io ſay no. 
thing of the manifeſt weakneſſe of that precence,! anſwer 
two things: 1. That Mr, Whit: expreſſely re jects this 
Intallibilitie by promiſe. 2. However this Argument be- 
ing of another nature, and depending not upon the pro- 
miſe of God, but the nature and evidence ot the thing, is 
by this inſtance irrefragably overtbrown. 

Anſw. 4 That way of proving, which was rejected by 
the Prophets and godly Jews, by Chriſt and by the Apo- 
ſtles, is not to be approved, much leſſe preferred before 
that way which they approved and uſed; but this way 
of proving the truth of a Docttine by Tradition from 
their next Anceſtors and the Teltimonie of the preſence 
Church was rejected by the Prophets Cc. and by Chriſt 
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fimiter & docere, & per omnia Evanzelica & Apoſioluca precepts rat ia. 
nem di viaæ diſpenſationis atq; unitatis oſteadere. Eviſ.7 3. al Juliandm. 
"(b) Nor veritati coaſurtudinem jungtwus ab initio hoc tenentes quod A 
Chile & ab Apoſlolo traditum eſt, Epiſt:7 5.Cypr.p.15 4. edit. Rigalt. 
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and the Apoſtles; Ergo, it igpot now to be approved, 

For the Minor (in which all the doubt lies) it confiltgof 
two Branches: the firſt relating to the old Ieſtament, the 
ſecond to the New. 

The firſt is: That this way was diſowned by the Pro- 
phers and godly Je wes under che the old Jeſtament. It i 
true ſome of the Jewes did own this popiſh opinion gg 
you may read 7er.44. 17. But the Prophets were of ano- 
ther perſwaſion, Fk 20. 18. Walk not in the ſtatutn 
> Lu Fathers. And from Tradition they uſed io fend 

ir people to the Law and Teſti monie, Ia. 8. 20. And 
the godly Kings of «dab did not make Tradi:ion (as the 
Papilts do) but the written Law (as the Protellants do) 
the rule of their reformation, Thus David 1 Chron, 16, 
40. to do according to all that is written in the Law, 
Thus Here iah 2 Chron. 3.1. he did all, as i: is written ia e 
the Law of the Lord. So fofiah 2 Chron 34. 30, 3 1. and an 
35-12. The like did Exra long after, Ezra 6.18. and If het 
Nebemiah chap. 8. They dwelt in Bucths as it is written, ſtia 
Here Scripture recovers what Tradition had loſt, for 
though God had commanded this, yet ſince the dayes of 
Joſhua they had not done ſo, verſ. 17. By all which we evi 
dently diſcerne how different their opinion was from 
this of the Papiſts, and bow little confidence they put in 
Tradition. oſiah would not ſo much as make He cet ia 
reformation his rule, nor Hezeksab take his pattern from 
Zehoſoaphat: reformation, bur (till every one had immedi- 
ate recourſe to the written Word, for it ſeems it was a 
Language that theſe Holy men unerſtood not, that 
Scripture was a corrupt Writing, a leaden rule, a dumb 
Maſter. 

$7. There is indeed one Objection againſt the con- 
ſequence from the Jewes to the Chriſtians, and from the 
Old Teſtament to the New: I ſhall give ir you in the 
words of one of the acureſt of our Adverſaries, 5.6 
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Mr. White, The Law of the Fewer was delivered in Tables 
of Stone, and the volumn of the Law, to which it is expreſly 
poſed that God will write the Law of Chriſtians in their 
7's ©, : 
lanſwer, 1. The words are not to be underſtood ab. 
ſolutely (as they ſound )bur comparatively,not as if they 
did wholly deny that che Moſaical Law was written in 
the Heart (for that is affirmed in other places, as Deut. 

30.6. The Lord thy God will circumciſe thy heart ana tie 
heart of thy ſeed,) or as if they did affirme that tbe 
Chriſtian Law was written onely in mens Hearts, and not 
in Paper (which the Papiſts themſelves dare not aſſert) 
but onely it is a comparative Expreſſion, like that, Z 
vill hade mercy and not ſacrifice ,, Chriſt ſent me met to 
— but to preach, i. e. principally and primarily, for 
elle the one as well as the other was en joyned by God. 
And ſo it is here implied, that the Chriſtian Law ſhould 
be written more eminently upon the Hearts of Chri- 
ſtians, than it ordinarily was upon the Hearts of the 
— and chat it ſhould be wric in a more legible Cha- 
racer. 

' Anſw, 2. If we examine in whoſe hearts this Chri- 
fan Law is written, we ſhall find it concernes not the 
Tradition ofthe Church, by which all things are to be 
regulated. For I demand of chem, was chis promiſe 
made and performed to all that are called Chriſt ians, or 
onely to the elect and ſincere Chriſtians, or onely to the 
Pope and Biſhops? [f they ſay the firſt, then one Chri- 
ſian as well as another is furniſhed with this rule of all 
Controverſies, and conſequently as able to judge of con- 


6 


(a) Ceniſſmun eſt legen Judeorum Tabulis lapideis & Deutero- 
nomii volumine traditam eſſe cli opponitur expreſſe in Vrozhetis Dem le- 
gu Chriſlianorum in cord ius fdtlium ſcripturum, De fide Tract. 1. 


tea verſies 
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troverſies; then Lay.men and Miniſters have this Law 
equally written in their Hearts: if they ſay the ſecond, Fs 
that is, onely che elect and fincere Chriſtians ( as indeed xt 
itis,) then ic muſt be ſomething elſe beſide Tradition, ¶ the 
which is no leſſe known to the hypocritical pretender | the 
than to the ſincere profeſſor of Chriſtianitie. If tbey tay ¶ an 
the third, That this Law was written onely in the heatu A 
of the pope and Biſhops met in Councel , (as what i th 
there ſo ridiculous, which ſome of our Adverſaries will Noa! 
not ſay, rather than conſeſſe their errours, and give glory ¶ bre 
to God?) they are evidently confuted by the words fei 
of the place, fer. 31.34. They ſball teach no more every (hal 
man his neighbour, and every one bit Brother, ſing, know | this 
the Lord. ſar they ſhall all now me from the leaſt of them an- i}  « 
to the greateſt -for I will forgive their iniquity. And beſides J by 
Mr. Whize himſelf ſaith , this Law is written onely is N polt 
cordibus Gdelium, in the hearts of the Faithſul: Now in but 
what Nictionary we ſhall find ſidelis or be tranſlated I dis 
Atheiſt, Sodomite, Magician, Cc. (Epithetes not without Fthei 
cauſe given to Popes and Popiſh Biſhops by their owa Jy « 
Authors) I wouid gladly be intormed, Writ 
 Anſw. 3. Iſwe enquire what this is, which is here 
ſaid to be written in their bearts,we ſhall ſee Mr. Y hites 
invention was better than his judgment or his conſcience; 
wich what Spectacles do theſe men read this Writing in! 
the heart, that tell us this was the Docttine of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, Indulgences, Invocation of Saints, Popes Su- 
premacy, the Ghurches infallibility? But you muſt Tra 
know, though this Writing was from God, yet the inter- alle 
pretation belongs to the Pope, whoſe Will ſtands for his Irie 
reaſon, and his word for a Law: But if we conſult che 
Prophet, if wirh the Popes good leave God may be JW; 
his own Interpreter, He tels you this was the Inſcrip- 
tion, 262: Kyewr, Know the Lord. The knowledge of 
Gon Fare 37: $3. Seng? 


— 
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And this Law written in the heart was ſo far from being 
appointed by God for a rule to walk by (much leſſe was 
to juſtle out the word, as the Papiſts now abuſe it that 
the uſe ot this was pnely to help them to make the word 
their rule, Ez:k,26 27. I will put my ſpirit within jou, and 
enſe you to walk in my ſtatares : Hence that in J. 5921. 
My ſpirit that i in you , and my words which I have put in 
thy mouth ſhall not depart ont of thy mouth. So this objecti- 
on bei. g diſcharged , the conſequence remaines in full 
force, and Traditions being diſapproved under the old 
Teltament cannot be approved under the New: But I 
- more ſully prove that in the next branch, which is 


5.8. 2. This way of proving the truth of Docttines 
by verbal Tradition is diſallowed by Chriſt and the A- 
poltles, He knowes nothing of che Phariſees, and indeed 
but little of the New Teſtament , that knowes not that 
this was the great Doctrine of the Phariſees, and from 
their School the Papiſts had this Doctrine of the certain- 
ty of Tradition: ſo little reaſon had De Moulin to 
write a Book about the novelty of Popery, when diverſe 
of their Doctrines have ſuch a venerable Antiquity, that 
they are asold as the Phariſees. No wonder the Church 
of Rome hath diverſe Doctrines that Chriſt never de- 
hered to chem, for they had a great part of the leaven 
of the Phariſees left them for a Legacy : And tromchem 
they bad their bold expreſſions, by which chey adyance 
Tradition above the Scripture. The Author of the book 
alled o vnn bath this ſaying, 7hink nor that the 
written Law is the Foundation of our Faith, but the Law 

Oral Tradition, And again in the Book Zachaſ:p.i5 8. 
Without this oral Law (of Tradition) the while law would 

in darkneſſe : and again, all theſe things which cu Rab- 

ne taught ws we are equally to believe as th: Law of Ho- 
' But this is ſo known, that - is irivolous to multiply 
5 te- 
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teſtimonies of this kind. The foorſteps of this principle 
you may diſcern in diverſe places of the New Teltameat, 
They made the Tradition of the Fathers the rule of their 
Faith, ath- 15. 2. Why do thy Diſciples tranſgreſe th 
Tradition of the Elders? S. Paul mentions it as one o 
his. Phariſaical errours, That he was exce:dingly zealow 
of the Traditions ef hi Fathers, Gal. 1.14. And S. Pete 
peaks of it as a part or effect of their Redemption by 
Chriſt, that they were delivered from a vain converſation 
received by Tradition from the Fathers , 1 Peter 1. This 
ſufficiently ſhewes what their opinion was. Now let 
us hear what reflection Chriſt and the Apoſtles made 
on it: And there you ſhall find that which would end 
the controverſie with ingenious Adverſaries, viz. That 
whereas the Romaniſts tell us that the deſerting of I 
dition is the true cauſe and ſpring of all Errours , on the 
contrary our Saviour makes this the Fountain of thei 
ercours, their forſaking the Scripture, not their recedi 
from the Tradition of their Anceſtors, Mat. 22. 29. 7 


do erre, not knowing the Scriptures, we are beholden wi, 


8 CESHESELZC” ae 


- 
— 
pry 


the Papiſts that they do not ſay, there is a corruption u 


the Text, and Scripture is put in for Tradition: 
furely if Chriſt had been of the mind of cheſe Gentleme 
he never had a fitter opportunity to utter it than now u 
the Sadduces were noted as enemies to Traditions; And 


tbe Doctrine of the Reſurrection was but darkly del 


red in Scripture, at leaſt in the /Pentateuch, and me 
plainly by Tradition, So now or never was the tine 
for Chriſt to ſay to the Sadduces, (as doubtleſs Mr. 
would, if he had been preſent, and Chriſt ſhould, 
Mr. Whites: Argument be good) Tos erre, becauſe 
take no heed to the Traditions of your Anceſtors. But be 
is not a ſyllable about that, but all js caſt upon their 
knowing the Scriptures. Thus in the reſolution of t 
g*cat controverlie concerning the 3/c{7a , Chrilt dot 
Z. 2 


_ 
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pot confute the Jewes, nor ſtabliſh the Truth from Tra- 
dition (though there was eminent occaſion tor it at that 
time, chere being ſuch a Tradition then riſen amongſt 
them, that the time of the comming of the Meſſias was 
hand, Daniel's Weeks being nigh expired, and with it 


general expectation of him) but from Scripture. 


Griſt proves himſelf to be the true Meſſias by ſeveral 
Arguments, by the Teſtimony of obs ( who was a Pro- 
pier , yea more than a Prophet) by his Fathers voice 
rom Heaven, by his miracles, and above all by the Scri- 


ure, bow came Chriſt co omit that which (if thoſe men 


@nor deceive us) was more conſiderable than all the 
rlt, viz. Tradition, and the Teſtimony of the preſent 
Church. A ſtrange overſight, you will ſay , bun it 

ns it was a diſcovery denied to Chriſt, and all the A- 


” Wpoltles, and reſerved to theſe laſt times. Anſwerable to 


on it 
de 


lu was the practiſe of the godly Bereans, who did exa- 
ne St. Pauli Doctrine not by Tradition (as the Papiſts 
e) but the Scripture, «4-17.11. And St. Paul bim- 
eyidenceth the ſoundneſſe of his Doctrine, not by ita 
aformity with Tradition (which our Adverſaries lay 
a lreſſe upon, that 8. Clara with ſeveral others at- 
me, that they receive the Scriptures onely ſo far as they 
te with Tradition (a), but by its conſonancy to the 


Ftiprures ſaying , Thar he witneſſed none ot her thing than 


ut was in Moſes and the Prophets, Acts 26.22.and As 
14,15, Sothen, the queſtion now is, which is the 
rational way to reſolve a Chriſtians doubt and 


% Prodiit quidam Dijalogus a Dolio amico mes compoſitus—— 
ter Parifius approbatus a Doctoribut deputatis Sorbona — 
zpreſſe aſierit, Eccle ſam ideo recipere Stripturas, quia & in quan- 
conſormes fidei quam ab Apoſtolis per Traditiones accepit, non à 

io. Et hacte nut fine dubio rectiſſinè, Syſtem. cap. 1 1. in initio. 


L 2 grounds 
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ground his Faith, whether that which bath had the ap- 

probation of all the Holy men of God in both Teſta 
ments, or the ingenious device of their witty Docton, } | 
that come with their quineum Evangelium into the | 
World, that is, whether Scripture or Tradition. 1 know | 
one thing will be ſaid , that the A poſtles did urge In-: 
ditions as well as Scriptures, to this purpoſe we oft bear} ; 
of that 2 Theſ.2.15. Hold the Tradition which yt han: 
been taught whether by word or our Epiſtle. To which I an'Y x 
ſwer briefly. | d 
1. That if the Papiſts can demonſtrate any ol ther n 
Traditions to be indeed Apoſtolical (as theſe were) wh f 
fhall receive them, if conformable to Scripture'; but ii of 
they be diſſonant from Scripture, we have commillionf er 
from St. Paul to renounce them, though they be eitbeÞ A 
of Apoſtolical or Angelical original, Gal. 1. 8, 9. fr 
2. The Argument 1 confeſſe is right of the Romiſi 4, 
Ramp, viz. The Theſſalovians were bound to receinf 152 
what they heard immediately from S. Pauls mouthuf gll 
ſuch things as for the ſubſtance of them were containelff tg 
in the Scripture; therefore we are now bound to recei ({a 
all choſe Traditions which the Church of Rome tellff ch, 
us they had from thoſe, that had tbem from thoſe,-thaff whi 
bad them from thoſe, that rold them their Anceſtor 
were told by their Anceſtors, that ſome of their Anc 
had it from Paul 1600 years agoe; - riſum tencatiſ amici 
This may ſerve for the fourth Anſwer. 6 
$.9. A»/.5. If this Doctrine be true, Scripture: pre ( 
is not neceſſary for any point in Religion ( for it aller t ;; 
the ſufficiency of Tradition in it ſelt , and without th w 3 
Scripture : ) but Scripture-proot is neceſſary for coul bal 
mation of points in Religion. This I might prove fra © 
Scripture, but that batb been done already in the ſorr 
Auſwer, therefore 1 ſhall here conſute this Argume 
of Tradition by Tradition and the teſtimony of rhe By. 


as 
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thers. To pick up all they have to this purpoſe would fill 
Volumes; | ſhall therefore ſingle out ſome few illuſtrious 
Teltimonies : Nothing can more evidently overthrow 
this goodly ſtructure than thoſe forementioned words of 
Cyprian, We ought not to regard what others have done 
us, but what Chriſt, who was before all, thought ſie 

Fer we muſt follow Goas Truth , not mens 

euſtome. What Proteltant can ſay more in few words 
than Clemens Alexandrinum, in few words, We aſſert no- 
thing withont Scripture a; therefore he thought not Tra- 
dicion a ſure evidence, though ſo neet the Fountain, 
much leſſe can it now give us any certainty, having con- 
Red with hazards, and been expoſed to the infection 
i of 1300 years, St. Baſil is expreſſe : Jt is neceſſary that 
every word or thing be confirmed by the Holy Scriptures(b). 
And elſewhere be tels you, 1, & 4 manifeſt defettion 
from the Faith, and token of Pride, either to rejett any thing 
that is written, or to introduce any thing that is not writ- 


Il tn c). And Conſtantine ſpeaking of the rule by which 


all things were to be examined and judged, confines it 
to the Scripture. The Books of the Prophets and Apoſtles 
wil (aich he) do plainly inſtrutt us what to think ef Divine 
things : therefore lazing aſi de haſtile diſcord, from the words 
lich were divinely inſpired, let us take our expoſition: of 
qaeſtions (d). It is a pittifull ſhite of Be/larmines to lay 


— ——— — — 


— — — 


(a) Ex 63. Arg yeggns aro le. from ib be 
(b) yy Ty pnua i TEG y ua 15 409 TY He ia me Nord 
ens. ia moralium ſumma dit f uit. 26. 6%. l. (c) Garne l- 


Wl 815 N visto X; \aſpnytrins 4mpννðãi a en mn of eau. 


Wt 5 C7104 M ul je enum ivws, homil. de fide. (d) Evange- 
bulibri ſunt & A poſlolici antiquiorimqu? Provhetarum ſandiiones, que 
uur erudiunt quid de ſacra lege ſapiamus. Proiade hoſtilt ſoſita diſcordia 
& verbis divinitas inſpiratis ſumamus qu æſtionum expiicationes, Hiſtor. 
Mpartit, lib, 2. c. 6, 
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that Conſtantine was a better Emperony than Deftor, 
whereas in this particular Theodoret aſſures us, that the 
whole Synod did highly approve of this ſaying , nor did 


any of the Antients ever condemn bim for it. And & 


indeed the practice of theSynod ſhews their approbation 
of the Speech, and conſequently gives us another Argu- 
ment, br they determined the controver ſie according to the 
Scriptares ſales Ambroſe (a): and Athanaſius too, whole 
words are theſe, The Biſbops congregated at Nice, cul 
lefting together all things they could out of Scripture, to d. 
fend their opinion, they affirmed that the Son was conſubſtan 
tial to the Father (b). And B-Ularmine himſelf conſeſſeth 
it: Thr Cauncel of Nice, when they defined the Son to be 
Fonſabſtantial tothe Father, they drew their Concluſion ont 

of the Striptures (c). Notable is that place of c bryſo. 
' Pome, becauſe it acquaints us with his own judgment, 
and the judgment ot the Chriſtians of that Ape, /f 
any thin be erted (faith he) without Scrigture,the mind 

the Hearer wavers=—"But when Scripture comes, that 
eonfirmes the ſpeakers words , and (ettles the Hear! 
mind (d). Tertullian thus conſutes the opinion of Her: 
mogenes, that things were made of præexiſtent matter, 
with, I never read it, let Hermogenes ſhew where iti 
written, or elſe let him fear the woe denounced againſt theſe 
that adde to the Scriptures (e). And again, 14 


— — — — 


(a) De fide ad Gratianwn lib. 1. cab. 8. (bY Nice congregati Eji- 

— colleft;s — que ex ſacris literis ad fententiam ſuam tuendan 

acerent fili conſabſt antialem eſſe aſteverant. In Epiſiul 
ad — * ts 

(e) Conciliam Nicenum cùm deſuivit filum Patri efie duiem 
conc luſonem deduxit ex Scripturis. De Conciliis lib. 2. f 2, 

d) Ear m A uu hen  havore off Af oxd{u 
= Pſal.g5.——unſquam adbuc legi. c Scriptum eſſe doceat Herne 
me 0fficina, Si non — ve illud ad ſiciemibus, aut dttra. 
Fele deſtixat um. con, Hermogenem cap. 2 3. 
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wet receive what thou bringeſt of thy own withoat the Scrig< 
ture a. And againe, Take away from Hereticks the things 
they have in common with Heathens , that they may referre 


| their queſtions to Scripture alone, and they can never ſtand 


(b). But the Ppapiſſs are of another mind, for if you will 
believe chem, if Scripture alone mult judge Controver. 
fies, Hereſies will never fall. Theodoret profeſſeth he was 
not ſo bold as to aſſert any thing wherein the Scripture was 
ſilent e. Thus Origen. It is neceſſarie that we call in the 
Teftimonie of Scripture, for without this our Expoſotions 
have no credit d. Auſt in is moſt full and plaine, I will men- 
tion but one place, M het her they have the Church they can 
not Gew but from the Canonical Books of Scripturr. And 
yet there is no queſtion wbereia Tradition ſeems more 
pertinent, and where the Papiſts urge it with more vehe- 
mency. I might adde a tbouſand pregnant places more, 
bur eicher theſe or none will ſuffice to prove that the 
Antients did judpe Scripture- proof neceſlary forthe con- 
firmation of any Doctrine in Religion, which the Roma- 
niſts now judg not neceffary.The Fathers pretended tra- 
dition for their opinion then, and the Papilts pretend it 
now: Eicher tradition deceived the Fathers then, or it 
deceives Papiſts now; Either will ſerve our turm to ſhew 
the Fallibility of Tradition. If it be ſaid there are no leſſe 
expreſſe teſtimonies alledged by the Papiſts on the behalf 
of Tradition , and why ſhould not they be received as 
well as choſe on the bebalf of the Scripture. | 


— — 


TT Tu 


(a) Non recivie quod extra Scripturam de tuo infert. De carne Chriſli 
cap-7- (b) Aufer bereticis que cum Ethnic ſaniunt, ut de ſolis Scrip» 
taris queſliones ſuas fiſlant, e flat non poſſuat. De Reſurreftione 
Carnis cap.z. (c) cim ti) Foged s w3r pivas n noryuup'oy 
Sv Ot yoao?, Dialog. 2: (d) utrum ivſt Eccleſiam tenrant nat 
Sf Divieerg ſcriptararim Cano ici libris oſtend ant. de unitate Eccles 
fie cab. 16. . 
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J Anſwer; 1. If the Fathers do in ſome places aſſert 
the ſufficiency of proof from Tradition, and in other 
places the neceſſity of Scripture proof; theſe aſſertions 
being directly contrary one to anocher, it invalidates 
their Authority in matters of Religion: For ſo ſay the 
Lawyers moſt jultly and truly, 7eſtis pugnantia dicent 
fidem non ſacit. 

2. But upon enquiry it will be found in the places ci- 
ted ſor Tradition ( eipecially if you compare them with 
thoſe alledged for Scripture that they do plead Tradition 
onely as a ſecondary Argument to confirme that Faith 
which is grounded upon Scripture, bur it is as clear ag 
the Suone, that they ever made Tradition ſtrike ſaile to 
the Scripture, and made no ſcruple of delerting Tradition 
when the evidence of Scripture Arguments ſtood on the 
other (ide, 

| *Anſw.6, The Romanils themſelves are undeniable 
inſtances of the vanity of their own Argument, They 
tell us Tradition cannot deceive us: Why, Tradition 
hath deceived them. There are diverſe contradictory 
Opinions maintained in the Church of Kowe, about 300 
are reekoned out of Bel/armine: the Diſſenters, though 
never ſo implacably divided amonglt themſelves, doe a- 
gree in this, that they believe nothing but what hath 
come to them by Tradition from their Fathers, & ſo from 
the Apoſtles, then certainly either Tradition hath. decei- 
ved ſome of them, or both che parts of a contradiction 
may be true. I ſhall not launch forth into the ſea of Ro- 
miſh contradictions, nor take notice of pettie differences 
amongſt obſcure Authors, but ſhall inſtance in two ma- 
terial points,viz. the Doctrine of God's grace, and mans 
will, and the appurtenances as they are controverted be- 
tween the French and Italian Papiſts : In both of them, 
it is as clear as the Sun, that both parties pretend Tradie 


tion. Now the Trumpet of Tradition gives an uncer- 
„5 _ 
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taine ſound , for Tradition tels the Jeſuites this is truth, 
That the will is determined to good actions, not by Gods 
grace, but by its owninclination and agency: Tradition 
tels the Dominicans and Janſenilts that this is a groſſe 
falſity. So for the Church if you inquire in whom Su- 
preme Authority and Inſallibility reſides (for that is the 
great queſtion,) Tradition tels the Jeſuites, it is in the 
Pope; Tradition not long ſince told the Councels of Bafil 
and Con ſtance that it was in a Councel, not in the Pope, 
and ſo it tells many of the French Doctors at this day. 
And (1 will tell you a thing in your Eare) both theſe 
are Apoſtolical Traditions, though you and I think they 


are directly contrary. It is true that St. James faith, No 


Fountain can yield both Salt water and friſh, Cha. 3.8. 12. 
But that is to be underit ood onely of the Fountain of 
the Scripture , but the Fountain of Tradition can yield 
both Salt and freſh, both bitter and ſweet · You may 
well allow Tradition to be Infallible , for you ſee it can 
work wonders, and reconcile contradictions. If this 
ſeem ſtrange to you, you may expect che proof of it in 
an Appendix to the next Edition ot Mr Whites Apology 
for Tradition, Gponitratiog that Contradictor ia poſſunet 
eſſe ſ mul vera, to be dedicated to the Defenders of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, But to return: What {ay our Maſters 
to this difficulty? Why, I will faithfully acquaint you 
where their {trength lies, and what their pretences are: 
I find three things which are or may with ſome colour 
be ſaid for them to ſafeguard the Infallibility of Traditi- 
on againſt this dreadtull ſhock, 

2. Ibey ſay theſe are onely Doctt ines ventilated in 
Schools, not of any great conſequence to Chriſtians: 
Thus the controverſies becween the Jeſuites and Domi- 
nicans about Gods free grace and mans free will (they 
ſay) are but Scholaſtical niceties, wherein the ſubſtance 
of Religion is not at all concerned: So for the point of 
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and Infallibility it is no great matter, 7he 
—— oe ly ſeek ont the decider of Points of Do trint that 


| 
5, by whoſe month we are to know, which be our Articles of | 
Faith,whether by the Popes, or Conncels, or bot, which is net | 
much material (faith Ruſoworths ſecond Edition Dial. 3. 
5.9) to onr purpoſe what ever the truth le, ſuppoſing we | 
acknowledge mo Articles of Faith but ſuch at have deſcem | 
ded to a from Chriſt and his Apoſt les. | 
For Anſwer, I would know whether a private Chri. 
lian can infallibly know what are thoſe Articles of Faith 
which came from Chriſt and his Apoſtles without the de. 
cifion of Pope or Councel, or not. If they ſay he can know, 
ir, then it ſollowes that private Chriſtians may be infal- 
ible of themſelves, and conſequently there is no neceſlity 
of Pppe or Councels, for what need any more then infal, 
kbility ? If they ſay he cannot, then an infallible guide, 
judge, and interpreter is neceſſary to Tradition as well 
as to Scripture, and without this Tradition cannot make 
ns infallible, and conſequently, if it be doubtſull and dif 
putable who this Judge is, it muſt be alſo doubtful whe- 
ther the Tradition be right; and therefore Tradition can. 
not make me infallible. It is an audacii beyond parallel 
that they who make it ſo material as that they aſſert we 
have no certainty in our Faith for want ofa decider 
of points of Doctrine, and make no ſcruple of ſending us 
to Hell for want of ſuch a Decider, ſhould ſay this a. 
themſelves is not material, for (as to uſe and be- 
nefit it is all one to have no decider of econtroverſies,and 
not to be agreed who it is, according to that known 
maxime of the Lawyers , Idem eſt non apartre & non eſſe: 
As for the other points between the Jeſuites and Domi- 
nicans, how material they are we will take their'own 
jadgments : If we may believe either one or other of 
them, the points are of great moment : - If you aske the 
Janſeniſts or Dominicans cheir opinion of the Jeſuiticall 
SE ES — 
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Doctrine, they tell you that it i the very poiſon of the pe- 
lagian Hereſy, yea. it i worſe then 2 that they 
are contewners of Grace, ſuch as rob God of hu bonour,t ak ing 
half of jt to themſelves z, that it i here diſputed, Whether 
Gold alone be God, or whether the will of man be a kind of 
inferiour, yet (in part) an Independent Deity. . Theſe are 
Mr Whites words in his Sons Buccine. queſt, Theolog, in 
Epi. 4 in parag. 7. $ 

And for the Jeſuites they are not one jot behind hand 


with them in their cenſure of the Dominican Doctrine, 


which (ſay the Jeſuires) brings back the ſtoical para- 
dox, robs God of the Glory of his goodneſſe, makes God 
a lyar and the Author of ſinne; and yet when we tell 


them of theſe diviſions, the breach is preſently healed, 


theſe ſavages are w tame, their differences trivial, 
and onely ſome School - niceties, wherein Faith is not con- 
cerned: And now both Stoicks and Pelagiansare grown 
Orthodox and the grace, glory, ſoveraignty and holineſs 
of God, are matters but of ſmall concernment: and ſo 
it ſeems they are to them, elſe they durſt not ſo ſname- 
leſly dally with chem: But it is uſuall with them to make 
the greateſt points of Faith like Counters, which in com- 
putation ſometimes ſtand for pounds, ſometimes for 
pence, as intereſt and occaſion require. And it is worth 
Obſervation, Theſe very points of difference when they 
fall out among Proteſtants, between Calvin and Armi- 
nia, they are repreſented by our Adverſaries as very 
material and weighty differences , but when they come 
to their ſhare they are of no moment. 

2. It may be ſaid, Tradition may deceive ſome of the 
Romaniſts but not all: Now it is the Church which is 
laid to be Infallible, not particular Doctors. For An- 
ſwer, let it be remembred that I am not now ing 
of the deception of ſome few private Doctors, but the 
Points alledged are controverted amonęſt a and 

| devout 
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devout men (as they call Devotion) as ever the Church 
of Rome had, here is Order againſt Order, Univerſity a+ 
gainſt Uuniverſity. Nation againſt Nation, all oſthem pres 
tending Tradition tor their contrary opinions with grea- 
teſt confidence and eagerneſſe. Premiſing this, I An- 
ſwer, That Tradition which hath deceived thouſands 
of the beſt and Learnedit Romaniſts may deceive ten 
chouſand : That which deceives the Jeſuites in ſome 
points may deceive the Dominicans in others, the Fran- 
ciſcans in others. If it deceive the French Papiſts in ſome 
points, it may deceive the Italians in other, and ſo is not 
Infallible in any: Or elſe, what bounds will theſe 
men ſer to the Infallibility of Tradition? Will they ſay 
Tradition is only infallible in France, and thoſe of the 
fame perſwaſion, who plead Tradition for the duprema - 
cy of the Councel above the Pope ? Or will they ſay the 
Inſallibility of Tradition is kept beyond the Alpes among 
the Italian Doctors, who urge Tradition for the Popes 
+ Supremacy above Councels? But what ſecurity will 
they give us, That the Fallibility of Tradition cannot 
— over the Alpes, aud get from one fide to the other? 
Indeed Infallibility may bappily be a tender piece not 
able to get over thoſe Snowy Mountains: But Fallibility 
can travel to all parts and at all times: In ſhort, it be- 
ing certain that Tradition doth deceive thouſands of 
them, it may deceivethe reſt. Nor can this be any way 
prevented, but by pretending the promiſe ot Infallibils 
ty; but this is Hererogeneous to the preſent enquiry, 
and they are now pleading for another Inſallibility from 
the nature of Tradition, and that is hereby diſproyed; 
and for the fiction of a promiſe , I have diſcovered that 

before. 25 
But the third and laſt pretence is moſt frequent; That 
however in leſſer points they may be miſtaken and divi · 
ded, yet they are agreed in all tbat is de fide, in all point 
: 4 x=+3. iba gn bt - 
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of. Faith, that is, in ſuch things as have been decided by 
Pope or Conncel : I anſwer in few words, and thus I re- 
inforce my diſcourſe. If Tradition might deceive them 
before ſuch a Deciſion, it might deceive them afterwards; 
becauſe the Deciſion of a Councel doth not alter che 


nature and property of Tradition. It is true *(accor- 


ding to the opinion of ſome Papiſts) ſuch a deciſion of a 
point may cauſe him to believe a Doctrine which before 
he doubted of or denied, becauſe he may judge the Chur- 
ches Authority ſo infallible and obliging to him, that 
Tradition with Scripture and all other things mult ſtrike 
ſaile to it: But the deciſion of a Councell cannot make 
that a Tradition, which was no Tradition, nor can it hin- 
der, but chat Tradition did deceive me before, and con- 
ſequently might deceive me afterwards. For inſtance : 
It che Pope determine the controverſie between the Jan« 
ſeniſts and ſeſuites about Predeſtination, Grace, Free ill, 
Cc. his determination in favour of the Jeſuites poſlibly 
may change ſome of the Janſeniſts judgments, becaule 
peradventure it is their principle that the Pope is the In- 
fallible Judge of Controverſies, to whom they mult all 
ſubmit. Bur (ſuppoſing that the Pope decides accor- 
ding to the verity of Tradition, and that muſt allwayes be 
ſuppoſed) a thouland of tis deciſions cannðt hinder, but 
that all the Janſeniſts and Dominicans had untill that 
time been deceived by Tradition * So it ſees Tradi- 
tion in that point was Fallible for above 16co years to- 
gether aſter Chriſt, and now upon the Popes determina» 
tion An, 165 3. it is momento turbinis grown Inſallible; 
but neither will this do their work; for the nature of 
Tradition being the ſame , either it muſt be infalliblein 
the 8 ages, or elſe it mull now be acknowledged 
Fallible. | 

$11. A»ſF, Although this one Anſwer might ſuffice 


to all their perplexing arguments tending to ſhew the im 


poſſibility 
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' reaſon or conſcience can be ignorant of, might juſily 
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poſſibility of any mutation or corruption where Tradi- 
tion is pretended, vic. that its apparent, there have been 
ſeveral mutations and corruptions where Tradition 
is owned: As it was a ſufficient confutation of that 
Philoſopbers knotty Arguments alledged to prove that 
there was no motion, when bis Adverſary walked be- 
fore him; though happily the other brought ſome Ar» 
guments that might puzzle an able diſputant co Anſwer, 
4 which in that point is not bard to doe:) Or if any man 
ſhould urge a ſubtile Argument to prove the impoſſibi - 
lity of Sins comming into the World, becauſe neither 
could the underſtanding de firſt deceived, nor the will 
corrupted without the deception of the underſtandi 

it were ſufficient to alledge the univerſal experience of 
mankind to the contrary : So the undoubred experience 
of maniſeſt corruptions in the Church fo called, which no 
man that bath the uſe of bis Eyes, and exerciſe of his 
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ſilence all the cavils of wanton wits pretending to prove 
the impoſſibility of it: yet becauſe I will uſe all poſſible 
me ans to convince them, if God perad venture may give 
ſome of them repentance that they may recover tbem- 
ſelves from the ſnare of the Divell, I ſhall proceed farther 
and eaſily et ince the poſſibility of corruption in that 
caſe, and point at ſome of thoſe many fountaines of cor · 
ruption, from whence the ſtreams of errour might flow 
into the Church, notwithſtanding the pretence of, and ad- 
herence to the Doctrine of Tradition. And becauſe the 
anſwerer of the L Falkland reduceth all to two branches: 
Ift ( ſaith he) a company of Chriſtians pretending Tradition 
for all they tench, could teach {alboods, then ſome age muſt 
either have erred in underſtanding their Anceſtors , or have 
Joyned todeceive their poſterity , Go neither of theſe are cre- 
able. j ſnall apply my Anſwer to hi m, firſt in general, and 
then to the ſeveral branches of his Argument. - 

90 12. 
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g. 12. In general, the whole Argument is built 
a falſe ſuppoſition, as if the miſunderſſanding or — 
muſt reeds come in as it were in one ſpring tide, as if it 
bat were impoſſible that the Tares of Errour ſhould be 
hat  ſowne in the Church while men ſlept and never dres- 
be. ¶ med or it: The baſis of this Argument lies in an afler- 
Ar. | fon of the impoſſibility of that, which the nature of it 
ſhewesto be molt rational and probable , and the expe- 
rience of all ages ſhewes to be moſt uſuall, i. e. that cor- 
bi. ruption of Doctrines and manners (for in this both are 
ner alike) ſhould creep in by degrees. As faſon's ſhip was 
ai } waſted (ſo Truch was loſt ) one piece after another: News 
repente fit rurpiſſimus: Who knowes not that errours 
* crept into the Jewiſh Church gradually, and why might 
| it not be ſo in the Chriftian Church? We know very 
well, Pofito uno abſurds ſequuntur multa: One error 
his will breed an hundred, yet all its Children are not borne 
iy in one day: St Paul tels us the miſter / of iniquity began 
to work in his daiem but was not brought to perfection till 
ble many ages after. The Apoſtle hath ſufficiently conſuted 
this ſenceleſſe fancy , whileſt he tels us that Hereſy eats 
m- {ke « canker or a fangen, i. e. by degrees, and is not worſt 
at fieſt. but encreaſeth to more ungodlin ſſe, 2 Tim. 2.16, 17. 
ut As that cloud. which at firſt appearance was no bigger 
than a mans hand, did gradually outſpread the whole 
face of the Heavens, ſo thoſe opinions which at firſt were 
4. onely che ſentiments of the leſſer part, might by degrees 
he prove and become the greater, or at leaſt by the fa- 
vour of Princes. or power & learning of their advocates, 
become the ſtronger until at laſt, like Meſess Rod they 
of devoured the other Rods,& monopolizing co themſelves 
the liberty of writing and profeſſing their Doctt ines, and 
ſuppreſſing all contrary Diſcour ſes and Treatiſes, their 
Doctrines being propoled by them as Catholick doctrines. 
and che Doctrines ot their own and former ages (which 
Was 
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was frequently pretended by ſeveral Hereticks) and this 
propolition not contradicted by conſiderable perſong, 
(which in ſome Ages were few, and thoſe eaſily byaſſed) 
or the contradiction being ſpeedily ſuppreſſed, (which 
very poſſible and hath been uſual ) it could not probably 
fall out otherwiſe, but that their opinion ſhould be tran. 
mitted to their Succeſſors for the Faith of their Age 
Rome was not built in a day, neither in a civil, nor ina 
Spiritual notion. And de facto, that corruptions did creep 
into the Church of Rome by degrees, hath been fo iully 
demonſtrated, that I need onely point the Reader to thole 
Authors who have done chis work, eſpecially to forney 


myſtery of Iniquity, and the excellent defence of it nl 


French by River againſt che cavils of Coffercam. 

2. Ianſwer parcicularly, and in oppoſition to the ficſ 
branch, I lay down this poſition : That the following 
Age, or the Major part of thoſe called Chriſtians, might 
eaſily miſtake che minde of the foregoing Age, of which 
many rational accounts may be given. 1. There wu 
no certain way, whereby (for example) the parciculat 
Chriſtians of the third Age, might infallibly know the 
Doctrines which were delivered by the whole Church df 
the ſecond Age. Remember the queſtion is not how 
probably they might believe, but how infallibly they 
might know it, for nothing will ſerve the Romaniſts tun 
ſhore of inſallibility. It is true, the Chriſtians of Anti- 
ech might know what their Fathers delivered to then 
there, and they of Epheſus what was there deliver, 
but no Chriſtian could without miracles intallibly know, 
what were the Doctrines delivered to the Chriſtians 1 
thoſe innumerable places where the Goſpel had got foot 
ing. Hence then I offer this Argument: Either this | 
ſufficient for the infallibility of Tradition, that the Cheri 


ſtians in ſeveral Cities and places did underſtand wt 
their Anceſtours taught in ſuch places, and would not de 


SS I IL. OA AYC SO CBABROEA mr... AA»cA .c©©_ wm. 


ri 


The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith, 167 


ceive their poſterity in it, or it is not ſufficient , but it is 
neceſſary chat Traditions ſhonld be compared, and the 
led) Trath diſcovered: in a general Councel. If they ſay 
cb the former, then they aſſert the Inſallibility, not onely 
= of the Church or Biſhop of Rome, or of a general Coun- 
cel, or of the Catholick Church, but of every particular 

Age. City: And to ſay truth, either this plea of Tradition is 
ina fallacious and abſurd , or every particular Church is In- 
reep fallible. For (to uſe their own words) if the Chriſtians 
fully ( ſuppoſe of Epheſw) could be deceived, then either they 
bote did not underſtand the Doctrine of their Anceſtors there 
nen delivered, or they did willingly deceive their poſterity; 
it in but neither of theie were poſiible Ergo, the Church 
of Epheſus was infallible, If they will eat their own 

e firli words, (as they will do any thing ſooner then retract 
their errors and return to the Truth, ) and ſay the 
Church of Eph: ſu might miſunderſtand their Anceſtors 
or deceive their poſterity , then ſo might the Church of 
Ant ioch and that of Alexandria, and ſo the reſt, and what 
then becomes of Infallibilicy ? If they ſay the latter, vis. 
Thar there is a neceſſity of a general Councel to com- 
oF pare Traditions, and declare the Truth, then they are 
deſired to remember, that as yet there had been no gene- 
ral Councel, and conſequently no Infallibility, and there- 
fore in that Age there might be a miſunderſtanding, yea 
many miſtakes. What elſe will they ſay ? will they ſay 
that a Chriſtian might infallibly know the Truth by tra- 
velling to all places and companies of Chriſtians,and he a- 
ring it from their own mouths 2 This, though it might 
ans u give ſatis faction to ſuch a Chriſtian, yer it could not ſa- 
t foot'Y tisfie others who had no ſuch evidence. Or will they ſay 
this the Chriſtians knew it by Teſtimonies received from 
Cue every Church, and particular recitals of theirTraditions? 
| wha Wby, ſuch Teſtimonials are not ſo much as pretended 
ot de to have been required, or given, and if chey had been 
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given, yet that could ſatisfie none, but thoſe few eyewit 
neſſes of them. It remaines therefore that there was no 
way whereby the Chriſtians of the third Age might be 
aſſured of the genuine Traditions of the ſecond , (which 
was the. thing to be proved.) And the ſolidity and ſatiſ. 
factorineſſe of this one Anſwer, if there were no more) 
appeares plainly from hence, that the great Architect 
of this deviſe make it eſſential to ſuch a Tradition that it 
come from all the Apoſtles, ſo Mr Wee informes us ſince 
all Catholicks, when they ſpeak of Tradition deliberately and 
exattly, define it to be a Dictrine univerſally taught by the 
eFpoſtles, we may ſafely conclude, where two Apoſtles teach 
differently, neither is Tradition, Apol. for Trad. Encount. ö. 
And elſewhere his reply to our inſtance of the Tradition 
of communicating infants is this, That it was a Tra ſitia 
begun by ſome Apoſtles,not all, in ſome countries not all. Ew 

counter 2. Hence then I thus argue, The following Chri- 
ſtians could have no aſſurance what Doctrine was taught 
by all the Apoſtles without a general Councel of all the 
Churches, ſeverally taught by che ſeveral Apoſtles; but 
ſuch a general Councel there was none in the third Ape; 
therefore the third age could not infallibly underſtand 
the Apoſtolical Traditions delivered in the ſecond, whid 
was the thing to be proved. 

§. 14. 2. There are many inſtances which may be g# 

ven of mens miſunderſtanding the Doctrines of the pre. 
ceding age. We have one inſtance among our ſelves,cor 
cerning the judgment of the Church of Esgland ofthe 
next preceding Age in the Quinquartieuiar points: Th 

favourers of Arminius his Doctrines tell us, that ſhes Je 
maintained their Doctrines; Their Adverſaries tell ue 
ſhe held the contrary : and there are Books written, ani te 
Arguments urged on both ſides. He that doubts Ce 
this, let him look into Mr. Prin on the one fide, 
Dr Heylin on the other, And why might it not be th 
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in former ages ? And ſeeing there are great miſtakes daily 
committed, and freſh diſputes managed, about the opt» 
t be! nions of choſe auttors, who have leit us their mind (as 
hic plainly as words can make it) in books, which are alwaies 
ſatiſ. ¶ preſent to our perulal; how can it be ſenſe for a man to 
ore) lay, that one may inſallibly know their mind by a tran- 
teck ſient hearing of them? What tedious controverſies are 
there about the judgment of 8 Auguſtine, and others of 
fince the Fathers, in ſundry points of great moment, wherein 
they have as fully explained themſelves as any Preacher 


the ſame things and words which they have leſt us in 
„1 6. 0} writings, (and diverſe of their works were no other than 
their Sermons ) can any man without non-ſence ſay, that 
the diligent Reader may be miltaken, ard the attentive 
Ey Hearer is infallible? We all know the five Propofitions 
of anſenius condemned lately at Rome, The Janſeniſts 
nen deny that to be the ſenſe of Fanſenizs his words, which 
Uebel che Pope and the Jeſuites affix ro them: both parties 
dut are agreed in his words, which ſeldome happens in Oral 
Ager Traditions, and conſequently make the argument ſtron- 
tano ger) yet they differ in the ſenſe, which one ſide ſaith is 
(hic Heretical, the other aver it is innocent. Why might not 
in like manner ſeveral parties, though it be ſuppoſed they 
perfectly remembred the words delivered by Peter in a 
pre Sermon 20 years before , (which I would not grant but 
that it is a work of charity to help the weak) what hin- 

oihefl ders but that they may underſtand them in contrary ſen- 
ſes, and ſo derive trom them contrary concluſions, and 
- ſheſfl yet both pretend to aſſert nothing but the doctrine deli- 
vered from S. Peters mouth ? Are there not ſharp con- 
telts among Popiſh Authors about the opinion of che 
Councel of Trent in diverſe points, and that too among 
thoſe who were preſent upon che place, and heard their 
debates? And will cheſe men ſtill undertake to prove that 
—_— | Snow 
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Snow is black, or (which is equivalent to it) that it way 
impoſſible to do that which isuſually done,viz.comiltake 
the doctrines of the fotmer ageꝰ Let us conſider one ſcrip· 
ture inſtance. & Paul tels us,a man # juſtiſed by faith with 
ot tbe works of the law, and tbat Abraham was thus juſti 
fied: the Papiſts remember the words, bur miltake the 
ſence. Now put cafe S. Paul bad preached the ſame words 
(as he did unqueſtionably the ſame thing) which be wrot, 
who can ſay (that hath any care what he ſaith) that chey 
that miſtook the ſenſe of thoſe words when they read 
them in a book, could not as eaſily have miſtaken them, 
when they heard them from his mouth?Eſpecially if it be 
confidered, that S.7ames preached, and wrot a Doctrine 
in words ſeemingly contrary to cheſe.My Queſtion now | u- 
is, what ſhould hinder, that the ſeveral hearers ot thoſe fo 
Apoſtles,perfetly remembring their various expreſſions ¶ b. 
might not derive contrary Traditions from them ? why if ſe 
might not the one fide have apprebended Paw! as exclu-© te 
ding all works in the Proteſtant ſenſe from Juſtification, ¶ ne 
and the other have underſtood James (as the Papiſts a 12 
this day do) as conjoy ning faith and works in jultificatie 
on? And if this cannot be denied, then it followes una voi: in 
dably, that errors may come into the Church under pte · ¶ cl. 
tence of Tradition, which was the thing to be proved. de 
Another inſtance we have in the Sadduces, whoſe error 

is reported to have come into the world under the colour br 
of Tradition: for when Antigen Sochew a Maſter in no 
Ifrael, was teaching, that if there was no future reward, al 
no immortality of the Soul, no reſurre&ion of the body, th 
yet we ought to ſerve God: his ſcholar Sadok.ſo miſ- us: ¶ ar 
derſtood him, that he broached a new doctrine, and tur-M 87 
ned his Hypothetical Propoſition into a Categorical,and of 
aſſerted, that there was no reſurrection of the body, no ©! 
immortality of the ſoul, &c. And will theſe men pawn Ar 
their fouls on it, that it was impoſſible tor the Apoſtle Oh 
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hearers to commit the ſame miſtakes in the doctrines they 
heard from their mouthes? Hath not S. John given us an 
rip · ¶ inſtance of es ſineſſe and earlineſs of ſuch miſtakes in oh. 
ith 21. where, upon that expreſſion of Chriſt's concerning 
ſti» Fehr, II will that he tarry till I come, what is that to thee? 
the The Evar geliſt obſerves, that a Tradition was delivered 
ord among the brethren, that that Diſciple ſhould not aye, verl, 
rot, 22, 23. In a word, if it be ſo familiar a thing (as daily 
hey | experience ſhews}for common bearers to miſ d 
read the words and miſtake the ſenſe of a preacher, when they 
em, ¶ are but newly come from him, and all things are freſh in 
t be their memory, what a deſperate aſſertion is this, that a 
rine man can certainly remember the words, and infallibly 
now | underſtand the ſenſe of thoſe Sermons he heard from his 
hoſe former Miniſters it may be twenty years ago? And iſ it 
ons de granted(as it cannot be denied)that the hearers of the 
why ſecond age might miſtake the doctrines delivered by the 
chu · ¶ teachers of the foregoing age in ſome things; why might 
ion, not the hearers ofthe third age miſtake their predeceſſors 
s a ia other things, and ſo of the fourth, and further, untill 
a0 · ¶ at laſt the ſy ſteme of Divinity came to that ruthful habit 
voi⸗ in which it is delivered in the Church of Rome? To 
pres _ this further , conſider what I have already intima- 

ved. ted. 
rrot i S. 15. 3. Ibe words of our predeceſſors may be rememe 
our bred, & yet the ſenſe wonderfully perverted Now as it is 
erin not words, but the ſenſe of them wherein the ſoul lies, ſo 
ard, all or moſt of the controverſies in the Church are about 
ody the ſenſe of words. And in this, Scripture and Tradition 
us · are equally lyable to the ſame fate, the words may be a- 
tur · ¶ greed on, & the controverſie ariſe ſolely about the ſenſe 
an of them. For example, the Tradition of the firſt age was 
vor this, That God alone was to be worſhipped, not men, not 
Angels, not Images. Nor is it poſſible that any man 
Mona expreſſe his mind a 
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the Fathers unanimouſly did in this particular. Now 
comes the next age, and they receive indeed this Traditi- 
on, but then here ariſeth a queſtion , In what ſenſe they 
faid God alone was to be worſhipped? St Auſtin takes it 
up, and ſaith, they meant that God alone was to be wor- 
ſhipped with Latria, and the ſaints with Dalia. And 
although it is evident enough, that by Dulia St Auſtin 
meant nothing but a Civil worſhip(becaule he aſcribes i 
to the living as well as the dead, and when he takes Dulia 
for a religious worſhip, he appropriates it to God 2, ) yet 
this unhappy diſtinction falling into the hands of bis per. 
verſe ſucceſſors, gave riſe to another controverſie, vic in 
what ſenſe S. Auſtin aſcribes Dalia to the creature? And 
thus, as in the throwing of a ſtone upon the water, one cit- 
cle begets Another, ſo doth one controverſie ingender . 
nother, and every one of chem is a convinring evidence 
the ſallibility of Tradition. Take one inſtance more. $ 
Gregory the great Pope, delivers this doctrine to poſterity, 
as his doctrine, and the doctrine of his Anceltors, that 
whoſoever cals himſelf Univerſal Biſop, is proud, profant, 
abeminable, wicked, blaſphemous, and the forerun:er 0 
Antichriſt. This is confeſſed. Now Gregory's ſueceſſo 
have an itch after the name and thing of Univerſal Bi 
ſhop: in order to tais they ſtart a queſtion ( where ir 
deed there was none to men that had either ſcience a 
conſcience,) viz. In what ſence Gregory condemned this 
Title of Univerſal Biſhop ? For this is a Maxime, let the 
Pope ſpeak what words he pleaſe, the ſenſe is alwaies c 
thodox, Ob, ſay theſe Sophi, ohn of Conſtantinople call 
bimſelf Univerſal Biſhop, as if he were the onely Biſhop, a 
all ot bers but his Vicars, and that they muſt not ſo much 
bave the name of Biſtop, a ſenſe that poor John neve 
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dreamed of, nor any man oſ that age ( for then ſurely 
Anaſtaſins the Patriarch of Antioch, and Mauritius the 
Emperour would never have written to Gregeryi(as they 
did) that it was but a frivolous thing that fob» deſired:) 
ſo now by this ingenious device , here comes in a new, 
contrary, and that too ( forſooth)a Catholick Tradition, 
viz, That the Pope is, and ever ought to be, and ever 
was Univerſal Biſhop. But whether che Popiſh gloſle be 
ſound or rotten,it equally ſerves my purpoſe, which is to 
ſhew how controverlies may ariſe about the ſenſe, and 


errors come in at that door, though Tradition bath made 


a true report of the words, which it ſeldome doth. I 
might multiply inſtances, but theſe will ſuffice for a can» 
did Adverſary, and others notbing will ſuffice. 

$. 16. 4. This will be made more probable, if you 
conſider the quality of ſome former ages, which might 
and did give great advantage toerrour to creep in under 
the mask of Tradition , and conſequently evinceth how 
eaſie it was for one age to miſtake the doctrines of the 
preceding age. To tbis end conſider with me the condis 
tion of the Tenth age, of which 1 ſhall deſire you to judg 
according to the teſtimony of their own Authors, The 
words of Baronius are theſe. In the nine hundreth year of 
Chriſt, the third Indiction, a new age begins, which by rea- 
ſon of its aſper;ty and barrenniſſe of good is wont tobe called 
the [ron Age; from the deſurmity of abounding wic edueſſe, 
the Leaden ; and from the ſe arcitie of writers , the abſcure 


ae. And Genebrard, though according to the man- 


ner of the Beaſt, he chargeth ic upon the Zatherans, that 
they onely call it ſeculum inſelix, an unhappy age, yet he 


(a) Anno (hrifti noagenteſ eme, 'ndiflione tertia, novum inc hoatur ſe + 
culum, quod ſui aſperitate ac bon (terilitate Te teum, malique exundau- 
tis deformitate Plumbeum, at que inopia Scriptorum appcllari coaſue vit 
Obſcurum, ad An. 900. 
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elſewhere forgets bimſelf (therein the more inexcuſable 
becaule be was one of them who ought to have good me, 
mories)and in his Chronology plainly tels us, hu 5s cal- 
led the unbappy age, being barren of ingenious and learned 
men a: and be tels you, that the Popes of that age (the 
principal conſervators of Tradition, and the ſubjects d 
Infallibility) had altogether fallen from the virtue of their 
Anceſtors, and were rather Apoſtates then Apoſtles b. 
Can any man doubt of the pomer of Papiſt to make x 
[Tranſubſtantiation,when we ſee with our eyes that they 
can turn every piece of wood into an infallible Doctor: 
I think I need ſay nothing for the conſutation of Mr, 
Whites argument, but barely repeat it, that the Reader 
may compare it with the ſtate of this age, It is this: The 
whole Church, or major part of it in every age were 
ſo knowing, that they infallibly underſtood all the do. 
ctrines of the foregoing age, and ſo care full and pious, 
that they would nor deceive themſelves,nor their poſte- 
rity-Anſwer the Argument 1 need not, but only obſerve 
three things in this age, which will prove 593nawepzrcs not 
onely the poſſibility but a great probability both of miſ- 
taking their Anceſtors, and of deceiving themſelves and 
their poſterity. i · Ignorance. 2.Careleſneſs and Profane- 
neſſe. 3.Scarcity of Writers. No man can judg infallibili- 
ty to ſuch an age, unleſs he will offer violence to all his 
rational powers. 

8.17. 1. There was a groſle ignorance in the generality 
of the Clergy, the Popes themſelves not excepted. The 
whole world was overſpread with darkneſs, as thick as that 
in e/£gypt, ſaith Baroniu <, It is reported, that at that 

a Infelix dicitur hoc ſeculum, exhauſtum homiaibus inge mo & dolin- 
na claris. In Chronol. 
b Fontißces à majorum virtute defecerunt, Apatactici Apoſtaticive 
petius quàm Apoſtolici. ib. 
c Orbis terræ totus tenebris fuit off uſuty, Peccarorum full caligo, - 
Oui fene tenebras ſuferaui: in At:g7ts | He 
| time 
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time there were no publick Sc hooli, ſaith Carols Sigonins a. 
And the Synodus Rhemenſis, cited by Baronis ,» plainly 
ſay, that at that time , it was reported, that there were 
n ſcarce any learned men at Rome b. He that ſaith ſoigno- 
(the rant an age could not miſtake, muſt needs be in a 
tf Y dream, and when he awakes I ſhall give him further an- 
ther} ſwer. If any prudent man (who will not ſuffer bis eyes 
es d. like Sampſons to be put out, that he may grind in the 
ke Pope's mill) reflect upon the ſtare of ſome ignorant 
they | Country congregation among us if be pleaſe to examine 
tor? them, be ſhall find them ſo farre from underſtanding in- 
Mr. fallibly the doctrines delivered by their Anceſtors and 
ader Y former Miniſters 20 or 30 years before, that they do not 
The underſtand the opinions of their on age, no nor ſo 
vere much as thoſe which their miniſters( — an able pain- 
do: ful and plain Preacher, ſuch as were very tew in that age, 
"us, bath been preaching upon for divers years together. And 
ſte- © yee (forſooth) a company of ſuch men as theſe (by Mr. 
erve MW White's argument) are free from all poſſibilities of miſ- 
not takes what were the doctrines delivered by the age be- 
mil- fore them. 
and F. 18. 2. There was an univerſal careleſneſſe and 
ne. ¶ proſaneneſſe upon mens ſpirit. Neither Miniſter nor peo- 
dili · ple did much buſy their heads about ſuch matters, but 
| bis minded only the advancement of their ſecular iutereſt, and 
the pampering of their bellies , (ſay their own Hiſtorians:) 
lity the Clergy then were univerſally negligent in teaching 
The and inſſructing the people, (whoſe ignorance they ſaw 
hat © moſt ſerviceable to their defigns) and the people were as 
that © careleſſe to underſtand the concernments of religion. 
an. And if this very careleſneſs and proſaneſſe did utterly 


crve 5 
2 Schole fublice nulla tum f uiſſe produntur, De veguo Italiæ c. 2. 
b Cum hoc tempore Rome nullus pene fit (ut ſama eſt ) qui literas 
didiceiit. Baronias. An. 992. 
looſe 
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loſe and extinguiſh all the ſentiments and doQrines of 
true religion, delivered by Adem and Noah, in their po- 
ſtetity, why might it not be ſo after Chriſt's time? Mr, 
White and his Partiſans venture their ſalvation upon the 
truth of this abſurd Propoſition : That it was impoſlible 
the ſame cauſe ſhould produce the ſame eſſects. Nor is it 
to any purpoſe that Raſhworthj alledgeth to prove the dif. 
parity, viz. That onely one man and one woman were wit. 
meſſe of thoſe high wonders (whereas the Goſpel had innume- 
rable miracles witneſſed to multitudes of people in diverſe 
conntrics) that the bearers could hardly believe them, that 
they had but a ſleight care of recommending God's ſervice ty 
their children, and that they were taken up with the w:rlds 
plantation, and ot her ſecular affairs: and there was no ſet 
farm and inſtitutions of Prieſts and governcurs to joyne all 
nations in communion , no chief Biſhop &c. Dialo. 3.5.15. 
For 1. ſuppoſing that (which Divines generally believe) 
vit. that Adam truly repented of his fin, it is contrary to 
common ſenſe to believe , that he who bad ſuch a freſh 
knowledge and lively ſenſe of the difference berween 
higheſt felicity and utmoſt miſerie, ſhould be careleſſein 
the concernments of religion ; that he that had been the 
bappy inſtrument of ruining all his poſterity, ſhould not 
uſe all poſſible diligence to heal the wound himſelf had 
made; and with greateſt inſtances and imporcunitis 
indeavour the perpetuation of religion to his poſterity, 
2. It is falſe to ay there were then no Prieſts, no chief BY 
ſhop to take care ol religion: for though there were none 
that bad the names, yet there were that bad the office, ani 
did the work, vi⁊. the heads of ſamilies, and eſpecially the 
great & common Father & Univerſal Biſhop of all mary 
kind. And it is both againſt reaſon,& experience, & char. 
ty, to think this natural Biſhop would take leſs care of the 
conſervation of religion among his own natural children 
chan the Biſhop of Rome would do among his * 

ations 
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lations. 3. As for the wonders of the Creation, they 


were ſo great and glorious and innumerable, and at thar 
time ſo evident and unqueſtionable,that it is the greateſt 
wonder of all how they could disbelieve them, or ſo ſoon 
wear out the memory of them; eſpecially when Adam 
lived above 600 years to demonſtrate the verity and in- 
culcate the ſtory of them, whereas the Apoſiles were 
dead, & all the eye witneſſes of their miracles in a fourth 
part of that time. In a word though it be eaſy in this, 
and all other reſemblances, to deviſe ſeveral diſſimilitudes 
and diſproportions, yet in the main there is an agree- 
ment, that the careleſneſs of poſterity may blaſt the moſt 
powerſul and important Traditions. If it be further pre- 
tended, that there is a diſparity, becauſe God hath pro- 
miſed his ſpirit to guide the Chriſtians into ttut h, and to 
preſerve them from miſtake: I ſhall only ſay two things 
baving fully anſwered this before. 1. W hatever promiſe 
or priviledge of the Spirit is made to Chriſtians, ſurely it 
is a moſt abſurd and unreaſonable thing, to pretend the 
donation of this priviledge, and the performance of this 
promiſe unto ſuch, as we have now deſcribed, concerning 
whom the Scripture expreſly tels us, that they are ſenſu- 
al, not having the ſpirit, Jude v.19. and «they cannct re- 
ceive the ſpirit of Ged, Joh. 14 17. Where the ſpirit of 
God is, ic brings light with it, it turns men from dark- 
neſſe into a marvellous light, it rouſeth men out of the 
ſleep of careleſneſſe, and makes them give all diligence to 
make their calling and election ſure. And therefore where 
ignorance and profaneneſs are allowed and predominant, 
(as app: rently they were in this age) we may ſafely ſay, 
ſuch have not the Spirit of Chriſt dwelling in them, 45 
where the ſpirit of the Lord us, there is liberty,eſpecially that 
which is the principal part of it, a liberty from the bon- 
dage of fin and Satan, by whom that Age was ſo wofully 
rern 
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that they were not influenc'd by Gods Spirit, but acted 
by the rulers of the darkeneſs of this world, the ſpirit that 
now worketh in the Children of diſobedience. 2. This is 
impertinent to the 7 argument, which is drawn not 
from the efficacy of a divine promiſe, but from the »2ture 
of the thing. and the common prudence of men, and tat 
natural principle of ſelf preſervation (as you will plainly 
ſee, if you look back upon Mr Whites words.) This argu» 
ment proceeds as if it were morally impoſſible for men 
wilfully to deceive themſelves and their poſterity, which 
is not from the influence of a divine promiſe, but from an 
inſtinct of nature, and ſo this evaſion is ſufficient. To 
return therefore ( having removed this rub out of the 
way) and to make good what I ha ve ſaid concerning the 
carelelneſs and wickedneſſe ofthe age, that this diſeaſe 
had overſpread the whole body Civil and Eccleſiaſtical, 
the Pope himſeif not excepted , you ſhall bear from the 
approved Authors of the Romiſh Church. Plating calls 
ſeveral of choſePopes, Monſtra & portenta hominum,mon- 
ſters of men. oba 11th is called by Cardinal Baroniue 
(one who we may be ſure, would do the Popes no wrong 
and the Proteſtant no right) at her « defiler than ruler of 
tbe Roman ſeat (a). They were prodigious Popes , fait 

Genebraraus b). Pope Sergius, ſaith Baronins, was 4 
ſlave of all vices and the wickedſt of men (c). And of foby 
the 10th he faith, 7 hav whom none was more filthy(d).And 
- ſuch characters they give to diverſe of the Poped of that 
age: and theſe are ſupreme Heads of the Church , the 
prime ſubjects and ſountaines of Infallibility, and con- 
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(a) Sedis Apoſiolice inquizator potius,quam rector ad an 936. 

(b) Pontifices iſt prodigioſs erant. ad an C.913. 

8 Sergius erat witiorum omninn fervus, facinoroſiſi mus ommĩun 
gd An. 908. 

(d) Quo turpior ſuit nullus, 
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formable to the head were the generality of the mem- 
bers of that politick body, the miniſters and governours, 
(as well as the people) of that age, as you hear acknow- 
ledged by their own molt approved Auchors. Now com- 
pare this with their argument for Tradition, and you will 
be able to judge of the ſolidity of it, The two Pillars upon 
which the Iuſallibility of the argument from Tradition i 
built, are theſe, ( 1 ſhall give you them in che words of 
Ruſoworth in his applauded Dialogues 3. §. 15. 1.) J. 4s 
no hard matter for the Church to conſerve the truth of ber 
doll rine, if ſhe were carefull; which hiſtories plainly bear 
witneſſe ſhe was. 2. That nature forceth men to have care 
of Religion, and =_— it was impoſſible any errour ſhould 
creep into the Church. And elſewhere ſaich be, Nature 
permits not men to be ſleepy in Religion, &. B. To which dif- 
courie I reply three things, which plainly evince che 
folly of this opinion. 1. Thar the Infallibility of Tradiri - 
on by thele Arguments depends upon the Faith of ſome 
few Hiſtorians , whom all confeſs to be fallible , which 
is 3 contradiction 2. That the ſuppoſed carefulneſs(upon 
which the intallibilicy of Tradition depends ) being the 
effect of chat nature which is equally in all men, if it make 
any perſon or Councel infallible,ic muſt make every par- 
ticular Church, nay every Chriſtian infallible, ( at leaſt 
ſuch as have common knowledge and prudence inthem:) 
3. Obſerve the impudence of this ſort of men, thet dare 
avouch thoſe Hiſtories for witneſſes of the Churches 
care, which have ſo expreſly and unanimouſly recorded 
her careleſneſs both in this and other ages. See ch.4. 

C 19. 3 There is another thing very conſiderable 
in this macter,viz. There was a great ſcarcity of writers, 
which cuts the ſinewes of that grand objection which they 
urge in all their Treatiſes; Thar there could be no change 
in doctrine without ſchiſm and a notorious tumult as 
Whice ſaith:)and ghey prove there was no change, becauſe 

we 
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we cannot ſhew the Authors, times, and place of them 
(As if one that had got the plague, may ſay he is free 
from it, becauſe he knowes not how, nor whe: e, nor from 
whom he got it.)Now here appears the unreaſonableneſ 
of their demand, and the abſurdity of their argument, 
how can it be expected that we ſhould give anaccountoſ 
all the occurrences and mutations of that age, when t 

confeſſe ſo few books were written, and thoſe that were, 
were written by ſuch as were either wholly, or in part 
leavened with the corruption of the time, and theretote 
(for their own honour) obliged to conceal all ſuch chan» 
ges and deſections, as themſelves had an hand in. And ii 
any reputed Here tick durſt venture to betray any ofthe 
ſecrets of the myſtery of iniquity which was then work- 
ing, his book was preſently luppreſſed,and he and it both 
confured by an argument fetched out of the Fire, or rs 
ther thrown into it. So the Papiſts do by us, if as a man 
ſhould blow out all the Lights, and then blame me for 
not finding what I was making inqueſt after; or as if one 
ſhould burn my principal evidence , and chen chargeme 
that I cannot make out my Title. And yet notwithitan 
ding all the frauds and force of the Romiſh Sea, God 
hath not left his Truth without witneſſe, nor us without 
notable Teſtimonies, even from among chemſelves,ot the 
ſucceſſive depravations and corruptions in Religion by 
them toiſted into the Church : but that bath been fully 
proved by others, and therefore I ſhall ſay nothing of it. 
I ſhall adde onely this, that alcbough I have inſtanced but 
in oneape, yet indeed there were ſeveral other ages 0- 
verſpread with the ſame deluge of ignorance, and care. 
leſneſſe, and looſneſſe, and conſequently lyable to the 
ſame miſtakes: ſuch as the age before the reformation 
of Religion was,and diverſe others, wherein learned men 
were thought to be Conjurers, and reading of Greek 
was counted as hard as the quadrating of a Circle, — 
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$kill in the learned languages made a man half an Here- 
tick: and this all Records are full of. I think 1 need ſay no 
more to prove the firſt branch, viz. That it was poſſible 
for ſome Ages, or the major part of them to miſtake the 
mind of their predeceſſors in matters of Religion. But I 
muſt not omit Mr Whites animadverſion upon this con- 
ſideration which he cals a 71dic#lows cavil , and a ſlander 
ſe palpably abſurd , that he can ſcarce pirſwade himſelf to 
think they that uſe it are not rather blinded with malice than 
ignorance. You will eaſily judge his reaſon runs low, be- 
cauſe his paſſion flies ſo high : and what is the reaſon of 
this clamor? why (faith he) The Proteſtants acknowleage 
the doctrines of the Romane Church (which they call errors 
were already flouriſhed ſome hundreds of years b fore theſe 
times of ignorance. Apolog. for Tradition, Encounter 1. 
Shall I recurn Mr White his own language? What ſhall ! 
aſcribe this intolerable miſtake to? ſhall I attribute it to 
bis ignorance ? 1 cannot tell how to do ſo to one of his 
parts and reading. Dare be ſay that all the preſent do- 
ctrines of the Church of Rome were flouriſhing ſome 
hundreds of years before the tenth age, whoſe ignorance 
I bave repreſented and proved? Or if be ſay and think 
ſo, yer dare he ſay the Proteſtants are of this mind, if he 
ever looked into any. Proteſtant Author?ls it not evident 
to the whole world, that the Proteſtats do both univers 
fally deny, and ſolidly diſprove this audacious aſſertion, 
and evidently prove (even by the ſuffrages of learned 
Papiſts) the far later novelty of many ot their errors? 
dhall chen aſcribe it to his malice > 1am loth to do ſo: 
although none more frequently guilty of that crime, than 
they chat molt boldly charge it upon others. One may 
by this and ſuch like paſſages imagine, how vain a thing 
it is, to expect ſincerity & honeſty from theſe men in the 
handling of controverfies, when ſuch a one as Mr White, 
(a perſon of more repute for candour and ingenuity — 
FE C MO 


mn 


192 The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith! 


moſt of their writers) ſhall not fear to aſſert in Print in 
the face of all the Proteſtant world. That the Proteſtant 
do boldly achnowledg the Roman Church hath had univerſal 
Tradition for the whale body of its faith, ever ſince d Grego- 
ries dajes, which is now a thouſand years ! than which no. 
— can be ſaid more notoriouſly falſe, and monſtrouſ+ 
ly abſurd. But again, ſuppoſe the age moſt famous for 
its ignorance were after 8. Gr-gorie's dayes, who knowes 
not (that is not a meer ſtranger to all Antiquity and 
Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory) that there was in ſome ages betore 
S.Gregory, at leaſt among the generality of Chriſtians and 
many Miniſters,ſo much ignorance,as might eaſily berray 
them to miſtakes in ſeveral doctrines, and pretendedTra- 
ditions ? And finally if all he aims at were granted, it ſig- 
nifies not much, and cannot pretend to prove any more 
than this, That in the firſt ages errors did not creep in at 
the door, which may be granted without any conſiders: 
ble prejudice to the Proteſtant aſſertion, ſince in other 
ages moſt of their great errors might come in that way, 
and in all ages they might come in ſeveral other wayes. 
& 20. The ſecond Branch is this. That as ſome ages 
might miſtake the doctrines of their Fathers ſo they 
might knowingly deliver to their poſterity, not the do- 
ctrine they received from their Anceſtors, but ſome other; 
and of this many reaſons may be given, but I ſhall con» 
fine my ſelf to three. | 
F. 21. 1. It might be from Gods juſt judgment, 
giving men up to believe what was falſe, viz. That ſuch 
doctr ines did come from the Apoſtles by their Anceſtors 
which indeed did not. Nay,what theſe men would needs 
perſwade us was impoſſible, the Holy Ghoſt hath aſſured 
us is certain and ſure, 2 Theſ. 2 10, 11, 12. Becauſe thy 
received not the truth in the love of it, God ſhall ſend ſtrong 
del uſicns, that they ſhould believe a lye: a place more conſi- 
deraÞle, becauſe it is particularly leyelled at the 3 
zetion 
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ſaction (as might be evidently ſhewed, if it were not ex- 
travagant from my preſent buſineis,)That the character 
2 bere deiccibed ſuits with the quality of diverſe ages ſore- 

mentioned, vid. that they were ſuch, as did not receive 
the trut h in the love of it, that they had pleaſure in un- 


— righteouſneſſe, he that reviews what hach been here (aid, 
tor! will find no cauſe to doubt: and theretore that the judg- 
nes ment bere denounced ſhould be inflicted upon them, is 
ind vo more chan what might be expected trom the taith. 


fulneſſe of God, ard the uſual cout ſe of his p ovidence. 
And if they might believe other lies of greater impor- 
tance, and molt dangerous conſequence, why might they 
not believe ſuch a lye as this, viz. hit a Doctrine 
G came from the Apoſtles, ' which indeed did not? Ard 
"5 becauſe the generality of the forementioned ages, the 
Clergy and Popes not excepted, were apparently guilty 
ofthe ſins here deciphered, nd conſequently obnoxious 
* to the judgment here predicted, there ſore it is intolera- 
ble impudence to aſſert, that thoſe men were infallibly 
. guided into all cruch, whom that God, who cannot lye, 
* ach threatneꝗ to give up to believe hes, of which this is 
a Y nor the leaſt coaſiderable and dreadful , to believe ſuch 
1 per ſons to be inſallible. 

l §. 22. 2. The greateſt part of the Church in one 


ber age might knowingly recede from the doctrine᷑ of their 
con- immediate Anceſtors, and deliver another. docttine to 
_ their poſterity; becauſe they might believe that the 


ach Churches and Fathers of the next foregoing age might 
n fal into ſome errours: for that which is actually believed 
— by Proteſtants now, might poſlibly be believed by the 
. — Fathers then: Ab efſe ad piſſe valet argumen tum. And 
uren tbis is ſufficient for the anſwer of this argument, and 
the deſence of our cauſe: but ex abundant; | adde, that de 
ſallo, this was the faith of the greatett part of the Church 
and writers in ſome ages, as _ already ſhewed our 
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of undeniable teſtimonies, To which I ſhall onely ad& 
2 or 3 paſſages our of Cyprian,by which the Reader may 
evidently diſcern , how little weight was then laid upon 
(that which is now ſaid to be infallible ) Tradition, and 
the teſtimonie of the preſent, Church. Tradition indeed 
was the plea urged by the Biſhop of Rome againſt Cypria 
and the African Biſvops : now mark what the — i. 
Two things Cyprian anſwers : 1. That they of Rome dil 
wot obſerve all antient Traditions, and this (ſaith be) a 
pears from their opinion about Eaſter : which, by the way, 
_ diſcovers the vanity of that ſuppoſition , which they 
as a baſis of the preſent poſition, viz. That the Ch 
of Rome delivers nothing, but what ſhe proſeſſeth to have 
received from her Anceſtors. 2. He anſwers, That thi 
was but a humane Tradition, and therefore not infallible, 
And lt is conſiderable, that he writes thus to the Pope, 
by which we may ſufficiently underſtand what was Cy 
prians judgment, and the faich of that age concerni 
the inr̃allibility of Tradition, as alſo of the Pope, an 
Church of Rome. And conformable to Cyprians was the 
decifion of the whole Councel of Carthage, When truthi 
manifeſt, (ſay they) let cuſteme yield to truth, and altho 
litherto none did bapt ice Hereticks in the Church, now 
them begin to baptize them b. And in another place Cy 
prian ſpeaking of the cuſtome of mixing wine and water 
in the Sacrament, hath theſe words: Mor ſbould any an 
think, that the cuſtome of ſome is to be folluwed, for we art u 
enquire whom they followed, for onely Chriſt a to be followes 
and he adds, t hat we are nit to regard what others have din 
before uu, but what Chriſt, who # before all, firſt did, far m 


— 
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a Fpiſl.74, ad Pompei um fratrem. 

b Veriate manifeſiata-cedat conſuetude veritati, ut etſi in prateritun, 
quis in Eccleſia bereticos non baptizabat, nunc captiʒart incipias, C 
Cypriant per Pamelium p 402. . = 


; mf 


* 
4 
© . 
|  W 2 
" = l 2 
4 a 4 
Wome. ' 
—— 


The Nallity of the Romiſh Faith. 185 


maſt not follow mens cuſtomer, but Gods Truth. And in 
another place he poſitively aſſerts, that when any thing 
is ont of or aer, the onely way to be (atirfied u to go to the + 
fountain, to the head and original of Divine Tradition, to 
Evangelical and «Apoſtolical Tradition b. From all which 
ic undeniably followes,that Cyprian and his brethren did 
not judge the Tradition of the next preceding Age infals 
lible, nor the Teſtimony of che preſent Church ſufficient 
(as theſe Gentlemen now do) and conſequently thought 
it might introduce opinions contrary to what they recei- 
ved from their Anceſtors, when by theſe allegations it 
appears as plainly,as if it were written with a Sun-beam, 
they judged it liable to miſtakes and errors; and this is 
the very Doctrine of the Proteſtants. 

F. 23. 3. There. might be an agreement and deſigu 
amongſt many perſons and eminent members of the 
Church, to corrupt the Doctrine received from their An- 
ceſtors for their worldly intereſt and carnal ends, of 
which almoſt all Apes afford us woful and innumerable 
inſtances. With the Readers leave 1 will exemplifte this | 
Propoſition in a notorious inſtance,in a Doctrine of great 
concernment, (which is the prora & puppis, the ſoundati- 
on ſtone and corner ſtone of the Romiſh Religion, and 
if you will cake Be/larmines word, neceſſary to Salvation) 
I mean the Pope*s Supremacy.1 beg the Readers pardon, 
if1do a little more largely inſiſt upon it, than my man- 
ner is, becauſe the ſtory is remarkable, and ſtrikes at the 
root of this novel conceit,concerning the impoſſibility of 
a wilful deception. Mr White tels us, the Church cannot 
be deceiyed in Tradition, and eſpecially che Church and 
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Non wg mar exiſlimet aliquis ſeque undam eſſe quonadam conſue- 
fudinem, quæfendum eſt enim quem ipſi ſunt ſ ecuti. Nam non 
niſs Chriſtus ſequendgs eſt, Non debemus attendere quid aliut ane 
wo ſaciendum putaverit &64 Eff. s :. b Ep. 74. : | 
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Biſhop of Rome (who by the conſent of all the Papi 
have been the moſt faithful conſervators of Tradition) 
The Papiſts generally agree, that they have an Authen- 
tick and univerſal Tradition on the behalf of the Popes 
Supremacy , of which the right appeales is a principal 
branch, and the greateſt evidence. And this Tradition 
(ſay they) came to them from the Apoliles, by the Fathers 
of all ages ſucceſſively. Well then, to come to the (tory. 
In the year 417. there was a famous Councel at Car- 
thage, ( owned by B:Ularmine and Baronius by the name 
of The general Councel at Carthage) conſiſting of 217 
Biſhops, among whom was Alypius and St. Anſtin, Zo 
ſimas being Pope at that time ends his Legates thither, 
and pretends a right of appeales from the African Chur- 
ches to himſelſ at Rowe, and to make this good ſhe alled- 

eth for it ſome of the Canons of the Conncel of Vice, 

or he aſcends no higher, the more filly wretch he! For 
if the Doctrine of the preſent Church of Rome be true, 
he might have brought that, wbich was more evident 
and irreſiſtible than 100 Canons of Nice, (which now all 
the world rings of, and all their diſcourſes are full fraught 
with) viz. The inſtitution of Chriit, the ſupremacy of 
Peter devolved upon him, the nniverſal Tradition of the 
whole Church. But of all theſe bere is a/:#m ſilentium, 
for you muſt conceive, tbeſe were arguments laid upin 
ſtore (like the treaſure in St. farks Cheſt) for ſome high 
future exigencies, or wiſely reſerved for a ſeaſon,wherein 
the World ſhould wonder atter the Beaſt, and be mol! 
capable of ſuch impreſſions. Well, the Fathers coals 
der his Petition, (for as yet the Popes were not maſters of 
their Art, and had not learned their Leſſon of Yolumw, 
Statnimm, Mandam, ) & marvel at the propoſition, and 
tell Fauſtus and his Collegues, that they find no ſuch Ca- 
nons in their Copies of the Councel of Mice as were al 
ledged, and had indeed been forged at Rome (as is ac· 
| 5 * knowledged 
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| knowledged even by that Popiſh Councel of 2 Florence) 


Hereupon a motion is made and agreed , that they ſend 
forchwith to che Biſhops of Conſtantinople, Alexandria, 
and Antiich, for their Copies ot the Acts of that Coun- 
cel. (A ſawcy trick it was not onely to deny the Popes 
Infallibility, but alſo to queſtion his Verity) when they 
receive them, they find that the pretended Canons were 
rot there, and ſo conclude, there ſhould be no appeales 
ſrom Africa to the Roman Biſhop, A ſtrange boldneſs 
in this, Councel to reverſe the inſtitution of Chriſt, and 


uſurpe upon St. Peters Juriſdiction , and provoke him 


upon whom they wholly depended for the Confirmation 
of ali their Decrees! it is great pitty they were not better 
adviſed, Well, you may imagine what ſad tidings this 
was at Rome. You will deſire to know what their An» 
ſweris, why then for your ſatisfaction , I pray you take 
notice: They have a Tradition at Rome (it is part of 
that inſcription upon Sech's Pillars, erected before the 
flood, which Foſephas mentions,the Counterpart whereof 
they bave in the Vatican) that when ever his Holineſs is 
gravel'd with an hard Argument, and can do no good as, 


bout the premiſes, it may be lawſul for him, or others plea« 


ding for him, to deny the Concluſion. Bellarmine's words 
are expreſſe : The African Fathers were deceived through 
ignorance b. What pitty was it that Bellaymme was 
not their Secretary to informe them better. The Afri- 
can Fathers did raſoly, aud deparied from the example and 
obedience of th:ir Anceſtors (aith Stapleton c. q. d. they 
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a Nonne vides reverende Pater ſummum Ponti ficem Zoſimum falſum 
decretum & ue is Syuodo promulgatum ad tantum Concilium pro re 
tam magna miſiſſe) 

b - fricans Patres ignorantia decepti erant. de Pontif. lib.2.cap 29. 
Y. Reſpondemus, c Patres Af icant teme ſece unt &f A Mmajorum 
ſuorum ohedientia & exemplis hac ia ie receſſerunt. in Princip fid. con. 3. 
24.7. in ſelut. arg. 2, a * 
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were naughty boyes and deſerved ro be whipped into 
better manners; The more inexcuſable the Pope that did 
not thunder them into order by bis Excommunications, 
But why do 1 mention theſe > Behold a greater than 
Bellarmine or Stapleton is here; Enter Boniſacetbe ſecond, 
who thus writes in his Epiſtie ro Exlabins (an Epiſtle 
owned for bis by Pighius, Lindanus, Sanderm,T urrianus, 
Alanus Coyne, ann Hardinsthough Bellarmine being ur- 
d with ir, pretends it is ſulpected, but dare not ſay it 

is forged.) Aurelius with bu Colleguet (whereof S. Au. 
ſtin was one) by the inſtigation of the Devil, began proudly 
ro exalt themſelves againſt the Church of Rome a. So it 
ſeems theſe Fathers were wickedly reſolved againſt the 
Supremacy. of the Pope, with a Fleftere ſ-nequeo ſupcres, 
Acheronta movebo, and they, whom ſo many of the Lear- 
ned Papiſts affirme to be infallibly guided by the Spirit 
of God, his Holineſs delares they were aRed by the Di- 
vel. By this time I hope the Reader, that is not wholly 
blind, may ſee the vanity of chis Argument from Tra- 
dition. Catholick Tradition is pretended at Rome for 
the Popes Supremacy and Intallibility: This Tradition 
with others comes to them by uninterrupted ſucceſſion 
from the Apoſtle, wherein (by the Argument l have 
now in conſideration ) it was impoſlible for the Biſhops 
or Governours of the Church, either to miſunderſtand 
the mind of their Anceſtors,or wittingly to deceive their 
poſterity. That which they make impoſſible to be done, 
the inſtance propoſed diſcovers to be certainly dove, it 
being impoſſible that the Fathers ſhould make ſuch a de- 
_ cree, in they had no either been ignorant of ſuch a Tra- 
dition {as Bellarmine chargeth them) or wilfully and ma- 
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ktiouſly oppoſed it (as the Pope accuſeththem.) And 
foraſmuch as theſe Fathers pleaded a Tradition directiy 
Ns, contrary to that which the Romaniſts pretend, viz. 
an that thereſhould be no appeals to Rome, it irxeſiſtibly fol- 
id, lowes that Tradition hath deceived either them ſormer- 
le ly, or the Papiſts at this day. I ſhall diſmiſſe this Anſwer 
ur, with a remarke upon the whole matter, that if the Pope 
ir- and pepiſh faction durſt for their own baſe and ambiti- 
it cus deſignes, uſe ſuch palpable forgery in a time oſ ſo 
u. much light, when they bad ſo many diligent obſeryers 
dy | and potent oppoſers, I leave to the prudent Reader to 
it imagine, what forgeries might be expected from them 
he in alter ages, in times of ignorance and careleſneſſe, 
os, | when all the world was in a deep fleep, and the Pope 
r- F onely vigilant to improve all occaſions to bis advantage. 
rit } and had almoſt all Princes and People in the Chriſtian 
Ji” World at his Devotion. And thus much may ſerve for 
ly the ſeyenth Anſwer, wherein I have been the more pro- 
a*  lix, becauſe it ſtrikes at the root of the Argument, and 
or pot oneiy proves the poſlibility of deceit in Traditions, 
on dut alſo diſcovers the ways and modes by which miſtakes 
on F May be committed, and falſhoods introduced under pre- 
ve tence of Tradition. 
ps I will adde but one thing more, 
nd F. 24. Anſ. 8. And laſt, if the Tradition pretended 
er give us infallible aſſurance that the Doctrines of the 
ie, | preſent Church of Rome are come from the Apoſtles, 
it then the Romiſh Church holdeth no Doctrines, but ſuch 
e · ¶ as they have received from the Apoſtles : But the Ro- 
a* ¶miſh Church holdeth many doctrines which ſhe bath not 
a* | received from the Apoſtles. This I might take for gran- 
ted, having already proved it in that fundamental Tra- 
dition of the Church of Rome concerning the Popes Su- 
premacy : I might refer the Reader to what I have re- 
ported out of diverſe Popiſh Authors of greateſt note, 
SM. 
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concerning their acknowledgments of their departing 
from the Doctrines and practiſes of the Fathers: and ha- 


ving ſaid ſo much there, 1 ſhall content my ſeli with men. 


tioning two particulars. The fir{t ſhall be (that which 
hath been more largely diſcuſſed Chap. 3. whether I refer 
the Reader) about the bleſſed Virgins conception in ori- 
ginal fin, The preſent Doctrine of the K omiſh Church 
Cor at leaſt of the farre greateſt part and moſt eminent 
members of it) is for her immaculate Conception, as I 
ſhewed before from the Decrees of Popes and Univerſi- 
ties, Cc. and innumerable of their moſt approved Au- 
thors. How much this opinion was favoured by the 
Councel of Trent, ſufficiently appears rom their De - 
cree about Original ſin, (though cunningly and doubt- 
fully delivered. as the Devils Oracles uſed to bein which 
Decree they declare that they would not comprehend 
the Bleſſed Yi-gin : The ſence of which Decree ( accor- 


ding to that ſavourable gloſſe which Mr White puts upon 


it) was this, That the Councel did judge both opinions 

robable. Now from the bu'ineſſe thus ſtated 1 gather 

wo undeniable Arguments to prove the Fallibility of 
Tradition 1. Tradition told the Antient Fathers that 
one of thoſe opinions was poſitively falſe, viz, That the 
Bleſſed Vi- gia was not conceived in fin: Tradition told 
the Councel of Trent that either of theſe opinions was 
probably true, which is an implicit contradiction, - 2 .See- 
ing in this hot conteſt not yet ended between the diffe- 
rent Factions of the Romaniſts in this point, both ſides 
pretend Tradition for their contrary opinions (and both 
agree in this to hold nothing but what — — by Tra. 
dition,) Therefore Tradition muſt needs have deceived 


one of them, Ergo it is not Infallible, To which 1 ſhall 
adde, that the Doctrine which the moſt and learnedſt 
of them hold, viz. of immaculate conception, was not 

received by Tradition m the Fathers, as I have — 
Watt. enn, 
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ed from the ingenuous confeſſions of their moſt Learned 
Writers; to which 1 adde thoſe words 'of Melchior 
Canus, That the Bleſſed Virgin was wholly free from 
Original (in cannot be proved out of Scripture, according 
to its genuine meaning. But this is but a ſmall matter to 
give the Scripture a go by, let us ſee what he ſaith ofthe 
Golden rule of Tradition, therefore be adds preſently, 
Nor can it be ſaid that it came into the Church by Apo- 
ftolicall Tradition, for thoſe Traditions could not come 
to our hands by any other than thoſe Biſhops , and holy 
Anthors which ſucceeded the Apoſtles : But it is cvident 
that thoſe antient Writers did not receive it from their An- 
eeſtors , for then they would have fai:h{ully delivered it to 
their peſterity (a). And yet it Mr Whites Diſcourſe be ſo- 
lid) in ſpight ot your eyes you ſhall believe, not onely 
that no Doctrine is delivered by the Church of Rome 
which bath not been conveyed to their hands from Fa- 
thers to Children, even from the Apoſtles dayes, but 
that it was impoſſible any other Doctrine ſhould creep 
in. 

The other inſtance is that of the Canon of the Scrip- 
ture impoſed upon us by the Church of Rome, which 
they ſay is another Apoſtolicall Tradition, and yet their 
own prime Authors, confeſs the moſt antient Fathers to 
be on our ſide, at leaſt as to ſeveral of their Apocryphall 
Books: Sixtus Senenſfis gives them to us in generall - 
The Antient Fathers did hold the controverted Books to be 
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2 Beatam virginem A peccato originali fuiſſe penitut liberam Li- 
bris ſacru juxta germanum liters ſenſum nuſquam habetur Nec 
vero dici poteſt per Traditionem Apoſiolorumyid in Eccleſiam deſcendiſſæ. 
Cum hajuſmodi Traditiones non per alios quam Epiſcopos illos antiquot 
& ſanfos Authores Apoſto!'s ſuccedemes ad nos uſque pervenerint, At 
edaftat priſcos 1llos Scriptores non id à majoriut accepiſſe. Tradereat 
enim bond fide & ipſi poſteris ſuis, loc com. l. 7. cap. 3. conciuſ. 4. 
un- canoni call 
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an. canonicall (a). Bcllarmine gives us Epiphanius, Hil: 
1j, Ruffin, and Hierom, ( b) Canus gives us Origen, Da- 
waſcen, Athanaſius, and Melito (c) a ſamous and antient 
Father, who flouriſhed Anno 170.and was a man ot great 
judgment and venerable Sanity , ſaith Sixtas Senenſir, 
who purpoſely travelled to the Eaſtern Churches(where 
the Apoltles bad their principal reſidence and employ. 
ment) t6 learne out the true Canon, and bring a non ef 
ewventus for the Apocryphal Books, and returnes , with 
the very ſame Canon which we own, ſo that in him 
we have the Teſtimonies of all thoſe flouriſhing and A- 
poltolical Churches , to which Tertullian directs us for 
the diſcovery of the Truth, Nor to this day have the 
Papiſts cited one Father or Councel, within the compaſs 
of 600 (I think I may ſay a 1000) years, who did receive 
their whole Canon, and conſequently none of them (tor 
ought appears in their Writings) knew any thing of this 
pretended Tradition, but (as it ſeems by the ſtory) when 
the Image of Diana dropt down from Heaven, ſhe 
brought this Tradition along with her. The like might 
be ſhewed in ſundry other parciculars:1n the celebacy of 
prie ſts, which is only de jure bumano, not divine, by the 
confeſſion of Thomas, Dnrandus, Lombardi, and Scot us, 
four principal pillars of the Papall Church, and 7 arria- 
ant was noted by Cafſander as the onely man of all, both 
old and late writers of the Popiſh party, wo maintained 
the jus divinum Of it : But if it were an Apoſtolicall Tra- 
dition, it was de jure Divino, and the Councel of Nice 
would never have diſpenſed with a Divine Injunction. 
So m the worſhipping of Images, Tranſubſtantion , 


— — — 
— — 


a Priſci patres Libros cost ire / ſot pro Non ¶ anonicis babueruat Bis 


" both ſanc. lib. 1. Sect. 1. 
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Purgatory, and many other conſiderable points where. 
in 1 need ſay nothing, becauſe it bath been fo fully clea- 


red by diverſe Learned Proteſtant Writers , particu- 
larly , by Zewel, Uſher in his Anſwer to the Jeſuites 
Challenge; Moulins Novelty of Popery , Dallens in 
ſeveral pieces, Raino/ds de Libris Apocryphis, Whita- 
her, Chamicr, and innumerable others: But manum de 
Tabula. 

This I hope may ſuffice for the reſutation of this novel 
invention, concerning the Infallibility of Tradition, and 
the Teſtimony of the preſent Church, where I have been 
more large, becauſe it is a late plea , and leſſe hath been 
ſaid of it by Proteſtant Authors. And fo it remaines un- 
ſhaken, Thar a Papiſts Faith hath no ſolid Foundation in 
orall Tradition, and the preſent Churches Authority, 
which was the buſineſſe of this Propoſition. | 


C HA P. VI 
of Miracles, and the motives of credibility. 


Se. 1. Td Ut we are not yet come to the end of our 

journey, And although the Arguments ur- 
ged by Proteſtants againſt their reſolution of Faith, have 
probably cenvinced the conſciences of diverſe of them, 
yet have they not ſtop d their mouths. We have ſhewed 


in the former Chapters, how they have been driven 


from poſt to poſt, and as in a beſieged Citty, when the 
Walls and Works of it are battered down, they raiſe 
new fortifications, ſo having ſeen their former preten- 


ces batter about their cares , ſome of them have devi. 


ſed one ſhift more; for finding themſelves yet in that 
ridiculous Circle ( of believing the Scripture for the 
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withſtanding all the attempts of their Brethren to get 
out; Some of them have taken vp their reſt in the 
markes of a Church, and the motives of credibility. 
Ibis though rejected by former and learneder Papiſts 
yet) of late hath been taken up by Turnebull in bis Te- 
tragoniſmus, a Diſcourſe about the Object of Faith, and 
after him by the late Anſwerer of Biſhop Lauds Book, 
called Law as Labyrinth, whoſe words are theſe: IWe 
prove the Churches Infallibility not by Scripture but by 
the motives of Credibility, aud fignes of the Church, 
which are theſe, ſanttiry of life, miracles, efficacy, purity, 
and excell:ncy of Doctrine, fulfilling of Prophecies, ſucceſſion 
of lawfully ſent Paſtours, Vaity, Antiquity, and the very 
name of Catholick. Then (ſaich he) having thus proved 
the Churches Infallible Authority, and by that received the 
Scripture, we confirme the ſame by Scripture, which Scrips 
ture proofs are not Prime and Abſolute , but onely ſecondary 
and ex ſuppoſitione, & ad hominem, or ex principiis coa- 
ceſſis againſt Sectaries (a). This is their plea, concerning 
which I ſhall need to ſay the leſſe, becauſe the Book 
wherein it is revived and urged, called Labyrinthus Can- 
tuarienſis, is ſo ſolidly and _— Aniwered by my 
worthy friend Mr. Stillingfleet: Yet having finiſhed this 
Diſcourſe long before that excellent work came forth. 
and having twiſted it into the method of the preſent 
Treatiſe aud deſigne, I thought not fit wholly to ſuper- 


' ſede it, whereby the body of the work would: be 


renderd lame, and incompleat, but rather to be ſhorter 
in it, and as far at I can, to cut off ſuch paſſages as hap- 
pily may be coincident with what is ſaid by Mr. Seil. 
lingfl:et in that particular; for 1 do not geſire dun 


err. 


a Chap. 5. 
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$& 2. 4#ſw.1. Let it be obſerved , how ſhameleſlely 
thele men abuſe their Readers, when they pretend the 
Infallibility of the Church is ſolidly demonſtrated from 
Scripture, (and this they generally do:) Here you tave 
re:zm conſitentem, they conſeſſe the imbecillity of choſe 
Arguments, For (ſay they) they are but ſecondary 
proofs, and Argumenta ad bominem : Now ſuch Argu- 


ments are not copent and concluding in themſelves, bur 


onely do conclude againſt ſome particular Adverſary 
from his own principles: So they acknowledge that a- 
though their Arguments may perſwade one that is doti- 
ble, yer they cannot convince a gainſay er: And the 
ſtrength of their Argument depends upon the Courteſy 
of the Proteſtants. 

§. 3. 2. In vaine are theſe Marks of a Church pleaded 
for the infallibility of the Church of Rome, wben other 
Churches ha ve a juſter claime to them, and ſo little co- 
lour have the Romaniſts for their monopoly of them 
that upon enquiry it will be fuurd they ha ve no corſi- 


derable intereſt in them: This 1 ſhall ſhew in the prig- 


cipall and moſt important of them. 1. The firſt ia digni- 
ty (though not in order) is the glory of Miracles: The 
moſt eminent in this kind are confeſſed to be thoſe 
which were done by Chriſt and bis Apoſtles. Tboſe 
Miracles were done in Confirmation of the Doctrine of 
the Reformed Churches, not of the Church of Rome, 
which appears thus: Thele Miracles were done in con- 
firmation of the Doctrine delivered in the Scriptures, 
but the Doctrine of the Reformed C hurches is the Do- 
ctrine deliverd in the Scriptures, and the Doctrine of 
the preſent Church of Rome is repugnant thereunto: 
Ergo, Theſe Miracles were done in confirmation of the 
Doctrine of the Reformed Churches. The Major our 
adverſaries dare not deny: The Minor hath been unde- 
niably evidenced fo much to the ConviRign of our Ade 
hy „ verſaries, 
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verſaries , that they dare not own the Scripture for 
their Judge, and inſtead of ſubmitting themſelves to its 
ſentence, bend their wits to except againſt the judge, 


and decline its Tribunal, following that Counſel which 


was given to Pericles, when he was ſtudying how to give 
up his accounts to the Athenians, that be ſhould rather 
ſtudy how to give up no account at all. And ſome of 
them (whoſe words are recited in this Treatiſe) acknow- 
ledge the follyoſtheir brethren, who would manage their 
caule by Scripture Arguments. But whether the Pro- 
teſtant Doctrine bath been ſolidly evinced from Scrip- 
ture or not, thus much undoubredly followes, that if any 
miracles be pretended againſt that Doctrine which hriſt 
ſealed by his miractes, they are not to be regarded, and 
- the miracles done by Chriſt &c. are infiniteſy to be pre- 
ferred before them, and conſequently the glory of Mira- 
clesis more ours then theirs. 
§. 4.. The like | may ſay ſecondly , for the efficacy of 
Doctrine,which they ſo confidentlyappropriate to them- 
ſelves: But if the Efficacy of their tword were not greater 
then that of their Doctrine, the world would quickly lee 
the yanity of chat Argument: And how little confidence 
themſelves put in it may be ſeen by the profeſſed ne- 
ceſſity of an Inquiſition. Next news I expect is to 
bear this Argument pleaded on the behalf of the Alcho- 
ran, Iam ſure it may upon as good grounds, the it religi- 
on being much of the ſame complexion , and the Popiſh 
cauſe being managed moſt commonly by Mabumet an 
weapons. But on the contrary let a man conſider with 
himſelf, the miraculous ſucceſle of the Proteſtant Reli- 
gion in the late Reformation, how ſtrangely, ſpeedily, 
generally, it diffuſed it ſelf, in the very ſame manner as 
the Goſpel did in ts firſt Plantation in the World, not- 
withſtanding the great diſadvantages it was to grapple 
En uae © perenfines of che Agy 
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the mighty power of long cuſtome and inveterate preju- 
dice, the craft of Politicians, the learning of the whole 
World, the might of Princes and Emperours,the threats, 
fires, inquiſitions of Perſecutors, the great offers, and 
mulciplied allurements to Apoſtacy ; I ſay, he that ſhall 
review all theſe things (as they are recorded by the Hi- 
ſtorians of both parties) will underſtand to whom this 
Character belongs. 

F. 5. For the purity and excellency of their Doctrine: 
If thejr and our Doctrines were tobe tried by that tell, 
the controverfie would ſpeedily be at an end. The 
Word of God is the palace and rule of purity , and that 
Doctrine which hath molt of conformity therewith, hach 
moſt of purity. Howſoever , it is too groſſe a beggieg 
of the queſtion , to alledpe that for a note and evidence 
of their Church, whick is more doubt full than the 
Church ic ſelf: And for the Sanctity of their lives, we are 
beartily glad to hear of it; if the reports were as credible 
as the nes is good, it would rejoyce our hearts, becauſe 
their own Authors in ſeveral Ages, bave ſucceſſively ac: 
knowledged and bewailed, the horrible and univerſal 
wickednels of their own Church, Clergy, Popes, Cc. All 
ſtories are full of their monſtrous filthineſſe, though 
otdinarily masked under the pretence of external ho- 
lineſſe. And for the Holineſſe of their Church of late 
times, 1 ſhall onely ſay this: Of all mea they have leaſt 
cauſe to diſpute againſt faith alene, ſor he that can beleve 
their ſanity had need be a Solifidian, and have neither 
ſenſe nor reaſon : but you muſt know the Church of 
Rome lives upon her old Rock , it is the holineſs of their 
Anceſtors which they intend, Bellarmine is forced to 
go far back for his proofs, for he alleadgeth the Sanctity 


- ofthe Patriarchs, Prophets, A poſtles, Antient Fathers 


as arguments ot their Holineſſe; ſo the Church of Rome 
is all on a ſudden grown Orthodox in the doctrine of 
E 
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imputation, with this proviſo, that they allow the ime 
putation of the y ge” gr of their Anceſtors to the 
preſent Church, but not of their wickedneſſe, you may 
as-farre as you pleaſe even to Adam, nay,if you will, even 
to the Father of the Præadamitæ, impute to them the 
Holineſs of their Ar.ceſtors, but for the prodigious filthi- 
neſſe, the Sorceries, A dulteries, Murders, Rereſies o their 
Fathers, and former Biſhops, and Popes, that ought not 
to be imputed to them. | 

8.6. And for the other grand Character of conſent 
with Antiquity, which they vaunt ſo much of, among 
thoſe, that either have not learning to ſearch into the 
Antients, or wit to judg of what they read, to lay no- 
thing of this, that the boary head of Antiquity is not to 
be reſpeRed, if it be not found in the way of righteoul- 
*nels; evill doctrines or habics , the more Antient, the 
worle , and the inveterateneſſe of a diſeaſe, is no com- 
meadation to it. He that ſhall pleaſe to look into the 
Fathers with bis own eyes, or peruſe the Diſcourſes of 
our learned Authors upon this point,ſuch as Rainulas, few» 
el. Whitaker,Chamiar, Dallew, Albertinus,Uſper, Merton, 
Afornty, Rivet, and multitudes more, will ſoon diſcover 
+ the impudence of this ples; and the fruit of their labour 
would quickly appear in the World, but for that piece 
of their impoſture, that as they deny the reading ot the 
Scripture to lay- men, ſo they forbid the reading of our 
Proteſtant Auchors to their Scholars ; excepting ſuch 
whoſe conſciences they find to be of a Jeſuiticall comple. 
xion, and free from the hereſy of tenderneſs. 

g. 7. I know it will be ſaid, that we want diverſe of 
thoſe marks which they have, as Duration, Amplitude, 
Viſible ſucceſſion, union among our ſelves and with the 
Pope: But although the Papiſts bave no colourable 
pretence co thoſe Characters, among ſuch as will inquire 
into che yerity of rheir Aſſertions, and not greedily 


iwallow 
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ſwallow down all of them; though in point of duration» 
divers of the moſt material Doctrines of the preſent 
ay Y Romiſh Church are fo far from it, that they ſtand cane 
'e 8 yided of Noveliſme by the confeſſion of their own Au- 
the J thors, And for Amplitude, notwithſtanding all their 
intolerable boaſting with the credulous vulgar, the lear- 
ler ned know, tbe Church of Rome containeth not one third 
not part of the Chriſtian World. And for Succeſſion, their 
own Authors have acknowledged frequent and long in- 
terruptions, yea even in the Papal See. Yet if all that 
mige be ſaid upon thoſe points were ſuper ſeded, if they 
grant us, or we can prove tbe former,viz. that the mira- 
no” dies confirme our Doctrine, the Fathers proſeſſe our 
t feith, that the efficacy, purity, and excellency of Doctrine 
belong to us, we do not much matter the reſt, nor will 
the F the Reader, who is ſatisfied in the former, be at all ſtart 
M- led at the latter. 

the F. 8 3, Conſider what rotten pillars moſt of theſe 
$of F are, upon which the Church of Rowe leanes , and you 
will find they need no Sampſon ta pull them down; one 
en, oſ them excepted, which B://armine therefore puts in the 
wer firſt place, and that is from the name of Catholick,, as 
urs being grounded upon that infallible Maxime, Conveni unt 
rcbus nomina ſape ſuin: That therefore cannot be reſiſted, 
the onely 1 blame Bellarmines overſight , that being ſo hard 
| put to it to prove the Sanctity ot his Church, he did not 
uch prove it from the Title of Holineſs given to the bead of 
it:and then here had been a pair of Demonſtrations not 

d be parallel'd in all Fuclid. 

S 9. And for ſeveral other marks, there is this inex- 
cuſable error in them, that they alledge thoſe notes 
to prove the Church, which are altogether impertinent 
and ridiculous, if you do not preſuppoſe the Church: ſo 
qa wiſely ſuppoſe, what — ſee they cannot prove : 
Iinſtance in Duration, Antiquity, Unity, Amplitude, 

8 ducceſſi⸗ 
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Succeſſion , againſt which I thus argue: Either thefe 
do prove the being of the Church where ever they are, 
and the want of a Church where they are abſent, or they 
do not; if they do not, then they are abſurdly brought 
to prove their Church: if you ſay they do, then where 
thoſe Characters are ſound, there is a true Church, and 
where they are wanting. there is no · Church. But neither 
one, nor the other is true; not the firſt, for there is not 
one of thoſe now mentioned but bave agreed to Pagans 
or Hereticks. Who knows not the Antiquity, Duration; 
Amplitude, and Unity of the Pagan Religion ? All choſe 
were the Arguments of the Heachens againſt the Chri- 
ſtians, & the Papiſts have theſe arrowes out of their Qui- 
ver and to ſay truth, it is but reaſonable, that they that 
have borrowed ſo much of their Religion and Worſhip 
from the Pagans, ſhould alſo borrow their Arguments: 
for you know the acceſſary followes the Principal, the 
onely wonder is, how thoſe Arguments which were 
weak and abſurd in the Pagans (and ſo judged and re- 
jected by the Antient Fathers) are become ſtrong in the 
Papiſts ? But I know a reaſon for that too. The Pope 
pretends to a Divinity upon Earth, and conſequently he 
tan make weak things ſtrong , and as the Authority of 
the Romiſh Church is Inſallible, ſo their Arguments are 


without all doubt irreſiſtible. M ho knows not that the 


Arvian Hereſy overſpread the World > That the my: 
ſtery of iniquity which began to work in S. Pauls dayes, 
was not to be faniſhed and deſtroyed until Chriſts ſecond 
comming? 2 Theſ. 2. That there was a time when the 
whole world wonder'd after the Beaſt. 

And for the latter branch, who knows not that the 
Chriſtian Church was a true Church, when it wanted 
thoſe Characters, or at leaſt diverſe of them, when it wu 
in its Infancy , and therefore could not have Duration, 
Rn 
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bad no Amplitude ? and conſequently, theſe are no ne- 
ceſſar marks, nor certain diſcayeries of the true 
Church as the Popiſh Doctors make their ſimple. Proſea 
lites believe. So ſucceſſion of Paltours ſigniſies nothing; 
unleſſe you preſuppoſe the truth oſ the Church; whereof 
they are Paſtors; which forcech their own Author tocon- 
ſeſle, that without trut dof rine, there is mo true ſucceſſion, 
and that a local ſucceſſion along without a prof: ſtan of ſound 
doftrine is no certain not © ſo Stapleton =, And Bellarmine 
ingeniouſly acknowledgeth, that this argument of Succeſ= 
fon # brought by them chiefly to prove , that there is. n0 
Church, where there 44 no ſucceſſion, from whence it dvth not 
follow (ſaith he) neceſſarily, that the Church is there, mbere 
ſucceſſion is b. 80 i this argument ſhould poſſibly. dif- 
prove our Church, yet it doth not prove their. 

F. 10. So for-Unity, it is a Shoe will fit eyery foot; 
and bath been urged by Pagans, (whoſe great argument 
againſt Chriſtianity, was taken from the diviſionk ofChri« 
ſtians,and the unity of Pagan in their Religion,) dad tha 


| Fathers anſwered the Pagans, (as we do the Papiſts) that 


as the Church of God is one ſo the Devil's Babyla is 
dne, as St. Auſtin expreſſeth it, and that Unity bout 
Verity is not to be regarded. It was no argument of the 
verity and infallibility ot the Jewiſh Chur . that abey 
were united :againſt Chriſt, nor was it an evidence that 
the Church of Corinth, Galatia, and others mentioned 
in the New Teſtament were not the true Churches of 


1 
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a Eift abſque vera doctrina non fit vera ſucteſſis. — Et poſt: Sola 
loci occupatio nun c certa notazut carnale Jud ei de ſ us temylo ſuy po · 
nebaat, ſed ſane quoque doctriac pariter cum loco profe(ſio. Relell. con. 
1. 0% 4. art. 2. i 

b Hoc ar gumentum probat non eſſe Eccleſia, ubi noweſt ſurceſſio;ex 
quo tamen colligitur neceſſ arid ibi efſe ecclefiam , ubi non eft ſucceſſ io, 
1.4 de notis Eccliſiæ c. d. Sell. Dico ſecundo. 
| Q 3 Chriſt 
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Chriſt, becanſe they were peſter'd with fearful diviſions, 
and worſe opinions, than thoſe which are owned by any 
Divines of the Proteſtant confeſſion, But if this teſt 
were allowed, if things be weighed ,: they would have 
lictle benefit by it. I know there is nothi"g more fami- 
liar with the Romaniſts, than co poſſeſs ſilly ſeduced crea- 
tures with an opinion of their unity, and our diviſions : 1 
wiſh the latter were not more evident than the tormer, 
God open the eyes, · and humble and forgive thote, who 
by cauſing diviſions and offences among us, bave laid thi 
ſtumbling block in their way l it is no wonder, they that 
cannot examine things, are deceived with words, But 
if any diſcreet perſon look within the veile, and compare 
their condition and ours, he will find Clod:/us accuſat mas 
chaos, and. that they do, as if a man infected with a lepiocy 
ſhould reproach one o was troubled with the itch; for 
as if a man, whoſe hand was cut oft, ſhould quarrel with 
another for having a ſcratch on bis finger. As for our 
Churches, I know it is uſual for the Papiſts to charge us 
with the ſrantick opinions of Quakers, the deſpetate he- 
reſies of Jocinut, and the like; but they would cake it ill, 
if we ſhould charge their Religion with all the Blaſpbe- 
mous, atheiſtical, heretical opinions of ſome that have 
lived amongſt tbem Theic own conſciences tell chem, 
that tbeſe, though they are among us, yet they are not 
of us. He that would judge righteous judgment, muſt 
take bis æſtimate from the publick confeſſious of the pro- 
teſtant Churches,(whoſe Harmony is publiſhed and pro- 
ved to all the world, ) and ſuch of our learned Doctors as 
adbere to it, and there he ſhall find the diverſities of opi- 
nion amongſt us are onely in ſome leſſer points, happily 
about Government, or other circumſtantial things, but 
it is moſt certain,and undeniable, that all of them do hold 
the head, & agree in all the funds mental points of Religi- 
on hut. on che ↄtber fide, what it there be clover tongues 

in 
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in Proteſtant Churches ? Is Rome a City at unity within 
it ſelf? How come we then to hear the noiſe of axes and 
hammers among the builders of their Temple? 300 dif- 
ferences have been collected out of Bellarmines words 
fami. and works, and ſeveral of them of greater importance 
than any of our diviſions a. It is true they have a pretty 
knack, when we tell chem of their diviſions , they ſay 


Ns: 

mY they are not in things de fide; I ſee, Duo chm ſacium idem 

who vos ſunt idem · It is a woful diviſion among us betweenRe.' 

d this monſtran:s and Contra-remonftrants; but the ſame dif 

that ¶ ference among chem between Jeſuites and Dominicans, 
But that is of no moment. Oh ye tooliſh Papiſts ! how long 

pate will you love ſumplicity? So for that great diviſion a 

mas them, about t he very foundation of their Faith, (which is 

o/ ten times more weight y chan all che Proteſtant Differen- 

; for es pat together, ) che popes inſallibility; they tell you it is 


not de fi de, although indeed it be their fundamentam fun 
damentirum, and their whole Religion hangs upon it, at 
leaſtin the judgment of all the Jeluites, and the far grea- 
teſt number of che learned Doctors and eminent writers 
of the Church of Rome of this age. It is confeſſed by 
themſelves, that they are div:ded in this great point: ſo 
Bellarmine tels you, The ſecond opinion is, that the Pope 
as Pope may teach ber, ſy this opinion(laith he) 5s defended 
by Nilus ſome Pariſcans, Gerſon, awd Almaine, and Al- 
phonſus de Caſtro, and Adrian the ſixth a Pope. in his que- 
ſtion of Confirmation, So we have the infallibility ot the 


— Pope to aſſure us, that the Pope hath not infallibilicy. 
rs 38 8 And this opinion (faith he) is not properly heretical, for we 
0Pi- ſee the Church deth ftill rolerate it, yet it is errontous, and 
pily | | 

but | . 

hold  - 2 Ste Pappus his Contradictiones Doftorum Romæ Eccleſiæ, 
ligi- 4 Bſhop Halls Peace of Rome. 
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very near hereſie 2. I will tell you how near-it is , when 
the Jeſaites have throughly leaven'd the world with that 
opinion; ind per ſectly deſtroyed the liberties of the Gal- 
lican Churches, and the Pope can do it without raiting 
z commotion in his own Kingdome, then you ſhall find 
this Embryo perteted, and it is become a compleat Hes 
reſie. In like manner faith Dr. Holden, ſpeaking of the 
Pope infallibility : We ſee it argue d on both ſides by ma- 

wy moſt youlie and learned Catholicks , both antient ana mo- 
dern, and neither part hath yet bien cenſured, or prohibited, 
and therefore it is evident, no Catholick ij bound to this ur 
that fide. By which one inſtance you may ſee, how 
much reaſon we bave to beſpeak them , as Chriſt did the 
Phariſees, Matth 7.5. Thou Hypocrite, firſt caſt out the 
Beam out of thine own eye, and then thou ſpalt ſee clearly tg 
eaſt out the More out of thy Brothers eye. Thus we ſee when 
Their pretended ſigns come to be examined, they are 
lighter than vanity , as we have ſeen by this ſhort and 
— conſideration of the moſt and weightieſt of 
them. 

F. 11. But, although other evidences are pleaded, yet 
the reſt of them come in onely as handmaids to the prin» 
cipal Character of miracles, for here it is that they ſer up 
their.ceſt,and ſo muſt I roo for a ſeaſon. So the anſwerer 
of Biſhop Laud: The Church is proved to be infallibl, 
the ſame way that Moſes, Chriſt, and his Apoſtles were pro. 
Ped to be infallible, and that was by the ſanctity of their life, 


a Secunda ſententia eff, Pontificem etiam ut Pontificem , jofſe eſſe 
bereticum, & docere hereſin:--- banc opinionem ſequitur & tuctur Nie 
Jus, —& ahquot Pari ßenſes, & Gerſon, & Almain, nec uon Alphonſus 
de Caro, — & Adcianus 6. Papa in queftione de con ſir matione. 
Er poſt : Het ſententia non eft propriz be vetica, uam adbuc vide mut 
al Eccleſia tolerari,qui illam ſeatentiam [equuntur, tamen videtur omaind 
errotes, & bæreſi proxima, De Font f. lib. 4. c. 2. | 4 

f an 
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and the glory of their miracles. The works of Chrift did of 
themſelves without Scripture prove Chriſt to be infallible. 
Fehn 5.36. and 10.25,38. and 14. 11; and the Apoſtles 
confirmed their woyds by ſignes, Mart. 14.19. And cone 
ſequently, the miracles done by the Church of Rome do 
without Scripture prove her intallibiliry. This is their 
laſt plea, they are now brought to their laſt legs, if this 
fail them, they are loſt. 

12. An, 1. If the Miracles of Chriſt, and his Apo- 
les did prove their infallibility in the doctrine they de- 
livered , then they prove the fallibility of the Church of 
Rome, and their actual error, becauſe 2 are viſibly de- 
parted from that Doctrine, and if they prove any inſalli- 
bility , they prove theirs who adhere to the Doctrine of 
the Scriptures. And ſo we thank them for this argument. 

$.13. Av. 2. Although where miracles are true, and 
many, and evident, and uncontrolled, they give a great 
ſtroke to the proof of that doctrine, which is confirmed 
by them, yet ic is falſe to ſay, that Chriſt,or his Apoſtles 
did require an abſolute ſubmiſſion to, and beliefe of eve- 
ry doctrine, upon the bare account of miracles, without 
any reference to Scripcure. And it is moſt certain, that 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles (notwithſtanding their miracles) 
did prove their do&rines from, & allow their bearers to 
examine their doctrines by the Scripture. This ſtrikes 
at the Foundation ot their argument and plea, and there- 
fore I ſhall endeavour thoroughly to prove it. 

8.14. 1, This appears from the expreſſe commands 
of Chriſt,and the Apoſtles ro that purpoſe. In the ſame 
place, where Chrilt bids chem believe him for his works 
ſake,be commands them to believe him for the Scriptures 
ſake,Joh.5 39. Search the Scriptures. And if the former 
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prove the ſufficiency of their argument from miracles! 
why ſhould not tbe latter prove the ſufficiency of the 
Proteſtar.ts argument from Scripture ? eſpecially if you 
conſider, that Chriſt apparently prefers Scripture argu- 
ments before that of miracles : for in that 5ch of oba, 
where he aſcends gradually from the weakeſt to the 
ſtrongeſt teſtimonies, he placeth them in this order: Firſt 
be urgeth 7«bn's teſtimony, vcr/. 32. next, the reſtimo- 
ny of his miracles, verſ. 36. and laſt, the teſtimony of 
Scriptures, v. 9. And this more fully appears from Lak, 
16. 29. If thty hear not Meiſe, and the Prophets, neither 
will they be perſwaded,though one roſe from the dead. Upon 
which words Chryſeſtome's gloſſe is tull and cogent, (at 
Teaſt to them who pretend to rely upon the Fathers au- 
tbority, and exactly to maintain their Doctrines:) bis 
words are theſe, That you may ſee, tbat the Doctrine of the 
Prophets, (and conſequently of the Apoſtles,) 55 more to 
be believed than the preaching of one raiſed from the dead, 
confider this, that every one that is dead, is a ſervant, but 


what the Scripture ſpeaks, thoſe things the Lord ſpraks (a). 


Whence I thus arÞue: The Authority of the Lord is not 
onely greater in ſe, but more credible quaad nos, than the 
authority of the Servant: This no man living will deny, 
But the Authority of Scripture is the authority of the 
Lord, and the Authority of the Pope, (adde a Councel to 
him, if you plea ſe) is the authority of a Servant, yea (if 
you take that in earneſt , which is intended onely for a 
complement)a Servant of Servants:Ergo the Scripture is 
more to be credited than the Pope or Church. It was a 
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good turn for the Pope, that Greg. de Valentia bath aſſu- 
red bim, that if the Fathers do at any time talke ſawcily, 
ua tum conſtat anthuritas Romano Pontiſici i. e. The 
will keep his authority and intallibility in ſpight of them, 
elſe 1 am afraid this paſſage of S. CH at omes might have 
done bis Holineſs a diſcourteſy. And this farther ap- 
rs from 2 Pet. 1. where you have the queſtion ex- 
preſliy decided; for atterthe Apoſtles had confirmed bis 
doctrine from that miraculous appearance of God in the 
Mount, and that voice from Heaven, be addes, verſ. 19. 
We have a more ſure word of Prophecy. The Bereans did 
tot believe S. Paul's infallibility, barely upon the account 
of his miracles, (nor are they therefore blamed) but did 
examine h s doctrines by the Scriptures, (and for that 
they are commended.) AC. 17.11. 

F. 15. 2. It was not the will of Chriſt, that all mira- 
des ſhould be be lie ved, but he would have ſorhe miracles 
rejected, therefore he would not have all miracles in 
themſelves, and for themſelves, credited an owned. The 
Aſſumption I prove by three arguments. 

$ 16. 1. Chriſts will was compliant with his Fathers 
will, and he came to fulfill Gods word, not to deſtroy it: 
But this was the expreſſe will of God, that all miracles 
ſhould not be credited. This no man can doubt of, that 
reads Deut. 13. If there ariſe among you a Prophet, or a 
dreamer of dreams, and giveth thee a ſign, or 4 Wonder, and 
the ſign or wonder come to paſſe, whereof he [peak unto thee, 
ſaqing, Let us go after other Godt, and let us ſerve them, 
thow ſhalt not hearken unto the woras of that Prophet, for 
the Lord your God proverb you. Whence it irrefragably 
ſollowes, that if it could without blaſphemy be imagined, 
that Jeſus Cbriſt had delivered ſuch a doctrine as this, 
Let ns goe after other Gods, bis miracles ſhould haye been 
Ciſowned, and te jected, and therefore miracles of theme 
ſelves are not to be credited. © : 
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S. 17. 2. Chriſt, and his Apoſtles have ſoretold us, 
that miracles ſhould be done by the teachers of falſe do- 


+ Qrrines, Therefore miracles in themſelves are no ſuffici- 


ent evidence of the truth of a Doctrine. The Conſe- 
quence none can deny, The Antecedent( which alone can 
admit of doubt is ſo evident from plain Scriptures, that[ 
need onely recite them. I will mention onely two places: 
2 Theſ.2.9. The coming of Antichriſt is ſaid to be after the 
working of Satan with al power, and ſigns, and lying won. 
ders : and that you may ſee they are called lying won- 
ders, not ſo much ratione materia, (becauſe they are fabu- 


| lous,and pretended, )as ratione finis, (becauſe brought to 


confirmea lye,) it is ſaid Apoc,13.13,14. That he deth 
great wonders, ſo that he makgth fire to come down from bea. 
ven on the earth in the ſi ght of men, and deceiveth them that 
dwell on the earth, by means of thoſe miracles, which he hal 
power to do. I tell you, the world is well mended with che 
Church of Rome, that thoſe miracles which in the Apo- 
ſtles dayeswere loretold as a character of Antichriſtiant 

ty, are now become an evidence of Infallibility. 
§. 18. 3. That evidence which Chriſt ſpeaks of, as 
common to himſelfand counterfeic- Meſſiahs, is no ſuff - 
cient evidence,nor at all to be equall'd withthat evidence 
which is peculiar to the true Meſſias: But the evidence 
of miracles Chriſt ſpeaks of, as common to himſelf and 
counterfeit Meſſiabs. This is plain from Matth. 24.24 
There ſpall ariſe falſe Chriſts, and falſe Prophets, aud ſhall 
few great ſignes and wonders , that if it were poſſible, thy 
Roald deceive the very elect. The Scripture only is the ſure 
Kearie::v: and therefore what Divines obſerve of the Spy 
rits teſtimony, that it is alwaies con junct withthe teſtimo 
ny of conſcienceſand therefore it is not ſaid, ug, but 
uu ) the like we may diſcern in this, That where 
Chriſt urgech the argument of Miracles, be doth it i 
conjunction with the Scripture, as we ſaw in foh,5, and 
, che 
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the like we have 7ob.10. 25--38. where Chriſt pleads 
his works onely as they are done in bis fathers name, that is 
not onely as he pretended bis Fathers name, (for ſo did 


- the falſe Chriſts Mat. 24.) but he really ated them with 


bis commiſſion, and in conformity to his will and word: 
So that tbe Scripture is the only n«wiewy , and not mira- 
cles in tbemſelves, as this argument of the papiſts ſalſly 
ſuppoſeth. N 

$19. Asſw. 3. If it were admitted, that mirales (and 
the like may be ſaid of all the reſt of their marks of a 
Church) do prove the verity of a doctrine, yet they do 
not neceſſarily prove the Intallibility of him that doth 
thoſe works, or receives that doctrine. Obſerve this, for ic 
ſirikes at the root of this their laſt pretence. The notes 
of a man may prove his manhood, but they do not prove 
bis nobility, wiſdome, learning: theſe muſt be proved 
aliunde from another head. Ibe Proteſtant notes of a 
Church do prove the being and truth of our Church, but 
not its inſallibility, nor would they do it, it the Prote- 
ſtants pretended or deſired it, (for mens pretences, or 


' deſires do not alter the nature of things,) 1 ſay, the notes 


do prove the Churches verity. But what are the privi- 
ledges of that Church ſo conſtituted in being, and whe- 
ther Infallibility be one of them, that is another queſtion, 
and the reſolution of it muſt be fetched from another 
Topick: now that this is fo, 1 ſhall plainly and briefly, 
and (if I miſtake not) undeniably prove. It is granted, 
that the gift of miracles was not peculiar to the Apoſtles, 
but was communicated by God to other Minilters and 
Chriſtians in the primitive times: either then they muſt 
lay, that every ſuch Miniſter and Chriſtian, ſingly conſi- 
dered, was infallible, (which no man ever yet was ſo im- 
pudent to aflerr,) or confeſs, that miracles are no ſuffici- 
ent evidence of Infajlibility, It was enough that mira» 
cles did confirme the doctrines delivered, whether by 
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Apoſtles, or other Miniſters, for the confirmation of on? 
Faith (though they had been otherwiſe fallible.) Bur if 
they will do that which never man did, vid aſſert the in. 
fallibiliry of every ſuch worker of miracles,then not only 
the Pope and Councels and Catholick Church are infalli- 
ble, but alſo Taverius the Jeſuite, (of whoſe miracles they 
tell us ſo many fine ſtories, though be himſelf in his Epi- 
ſtles ſpeaks not a ſyllable of them, and bewails the want 
of the gift of Tongues, -a miracle (if any) moſt neceſſary 
for the converſion of the Indiant, I ſay, (it their own rela- 
tions of theſe miracles may be crediced) he muſt be infal. 
lible. And ſo here is another article of the Popiſh Creed: 
for beſides the infallibility of the Church,Pope,or Coun: 
cel, here is the Inſallibility of the Jeſuites : Non equi dem 
snvid-o, miror magiz. Yet farther, if miracles were ſolid 
proofs of Infallibility, yet they prove ir onely in ſuch per- 
ſons as do them; Pape nec ſeritur, nec metitur. Why 
. Mould the miracles of Gregory of Nai prove the 
infallibility of the Biſhop of Rowe ? or bow come the 
miracles of the thundring Legion to prove the infallibility 
of the thundring Church of Rowe ? or by what Magical 
art do thoſe miracles which left poor Bernard (that did 
them) fallible, paſſe over to Rome, and render his Holine(s 
Infallible > The Jewiſh- Church was not therefore in- 
fallible, becauſe the Prophets, who wrought miracles 
amongſt them, were thereby proved infallible: (nor do the 
Papiſts aſſert the infallibility of that Church, by vertue 
of ſach a priviledge belonging to thoſeProphets, but one» 
ty becauſe of that promiſe to the High Prieſt, Deut. 17.) 
In like manner, if their narrations concerning the miracles 
of St. Francs, St. Dominick &c. were true, and if it were 
farther granted. that fuch miracles did prove their infalli. 
bility, yet this would no way prove the infallibility of the 
Romiſh Church in which they were done, ſo in diverſe 


reſpects you ſec the argument falls to the ground, . 
20. 


— — 


The Nulliiy of the Romifh Faith) 111 


8. 20. Anſ. 4. Miracles are ſo far from proving the 
inſallibility of che perſons that do them, that they do not 
ſo much as prove the verity of doctrines delivered b 
them. That miracles have been done. (or at leaſt ſu 
things, as the ſtricteſt obſervation of common prudence 
could not diſtinguiſh from miracles ) by bereticks, yea 
by —.— is confeſſed by the Papiſts chemſelves, and e- 
vinted by the known examples of Veſpaſian, (who cured 
a blind man, as Baronius himſelf acknowledgeth, and all 
Hiſtorians relate, ) and Apellonius Tyanens, and others. 
You may fee how this trouble Card. . darmin, that be 
is forced to this anſwer, That the Devil bad peſſeſſed the 
je of that man, that he might ſeem to cure, when he ceaſed 
to hurt: Mutato nomine ae te Fabula narratur: For to, 
whatſoever miracles are done, orpretended by the Pa- 
piſt ſor confirmation of the doctrines of Devils,(and ſuch - 
are all repugnant to Scripture, and two of their doctrines 
are particularly fo called, 1 Tim. 4. 1.2, 3.) may as wei be 
ſaid to be done by the colluſion of che Devil. And yet 
(by the way) this is no blemiſh to Gods providence to 
permit ſuch miracles, but an act of his wiſe counſel, and 
rigbteous judgment, that thoſe who will not be won by 
the Word, and chole glorious, abundant, and evident mi- 
racles done in the confirmation of it, may be bardned by 
other miracles, which (though far ſhort in number, and 
commonly leſſe notorious tor obſervation, and leſſe 
beneficial for uſe ) God permits to be done, and juſtly 
may, having forewarn'd the worid of ſuch impoſtures, 
and foreſtall'd the minds of men with ſuch clear irradia» 
tions of bis truth, and ſuch illuſtrious glory of miracles; 
that in compariſon of them,the following wonders were 
no more than the glimmering light of a Glo. worm to the 
ſplendor of the Sun in his Meridian: Of which we bave 
eminent inſtances in the wonders of 7anves and fambrez, 
after Pharach had hardned his bears againſt 2 
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God, and bis glorious works, and afterward in the won. 
ders of Apollon Tyanaws, when men bad wickedly re- 
jected the offers of grace by Jeſus Chrilt,and reſiſted the 

ious light of his moſt excellent doctrine, and inimita. 
ble works. To make this more clear, i ſhall ſhew it under 
the bands of the greateſt Champion of the Romiſh 
Church. Eſtius writes thus: The Father and Hiſtctiant a 
every where witneſſe;, ( ſo that here you have a multitude 
of reſtimonies in one) chat true miracles may be dent with. 
ont the Church by falſe Prophets, Heriticks, and Schiſas 
Ficks *: and he quotes among otber witneſſes Hilary, 
and Auſt in, and Gregory the great(a Pope and therefore 
iafallible in this aſſertion, ) and a little after he d oth ſo 
poſitively aſſett our doctrine, and ſo ſtronęly batter 
down the pillar of the Papacy, that iſ you did not know 
the Author, you would judg him to be an abſolute pro- 
teſtant in that point. for after he had ſaid, that wonders 
full works may be done by heretiche, and Devils, in cs fir 
mation of falſe dactrine, he addes, bus againſt this d ceit C hriſ 
bath fort war ned his faithfall ones, ſaying, Do not go forth, 
do not believe. It i tobe noted , that he doth not a) Ex 
mine diligently whether they be true miraclet; for the prin- 
cipal 2 of the ſaithſul ougbi to be the doctrine of 


the Church of old, conſirmed by Chriſt and his Apoſtles by ww 
d-whied miracles (b). And Maldinate ( chouph as feb 
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a Paſim ſatentur Petres, & ieſtantur biſlorie, ſieri vera miraculi 
extra Eccl:fam etiam a Eſeudopropbetit, bæ reticis, & ſch ſmaticis b1 
ſeaten / lib. a. diſtinct. 7. &. 18. 

b Fieri poſſ unt ab bercticis & Demenibus etiam in confirmationen 
falſa dofiring mirabilia: ſed contra bujuſmodi deceptianem þ 
deles ſuss premunivit Chriſtns, dicens, Nelite exive, nolite credere. Nv 
tandum enim qudd non dicit, Diſquirite diligenter figna, num vera [ut 
miracula. Nam prectona con firmatis fidelium eſſe dcbet dofirina Eccl - 
fe, jam o/ima Chriſto & Apoſtqlis per indubitata miracala gonfirmata, 
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dome guilty of ingenuity, as moſt 1 have read) is forced 
to confeſs, that Hierow, Chryſeft. Enthyminu, and T beo- 
phylatt, do prove by many examples, that true mirucles may 
be done by unbelievers, and (faith be) Chriſt admoniſber as, 
that we do not believe falſe Prophets, (ven when they work 
true miracles : So little reaſon had the Author of Laut 
Labyrinth to call it a ſtrange Parador, that true mivacles 
may be marks of a falſe doctrine, and to ſay, that all Divizes 
confeſs, that true miracles are not feaſible hut by awextracr- 
dinary power of God, and that God thereby ſcalis to the rrweb 
of # defFrine, chap.g. ſict.5. and then to run away, as 
it he had chroughly done his wotk,when you ſee his bold 
aſſertion contuced by more learned perſons of his own 
party. Then again the ſaid Aal donate puts a queſtion, 
Whither no argument can be drawn from miracles, to prove 
the truth of a doftrime? and anſwers, It followes not, that 
vo argument can be drawn from them, but no certain f 
ment (a); that is, the argument from miracles is next 
door to none; it is probable, but not undeniable; it is 
conjectural, but not certain. And yet theſe new Doctor 
dare lay the foundation of all, vie: the Churches infallibi- 
lity, upon meer con jectures, and probabilities. Que would 
think the jeluite bad borrowed this, as he hach done hun- 
dreds of his beſt paſſages out of Calvin, and unadviledly 
tranſcribed it into his commentary. And Anaradizs , 
the great defender of che Tridentine faith, is leaven'd 
with the ſame hereſy : for be ſaith , St Aug: fine conren- 
deth , that (ure and certain tokens of the Church are ta be 
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(a) Hiero s. chiyſ. Entbym. & Theopb, multis exemolit docent etiam 
per hom ines infideles vera eri mivaculs, — ft manet not Chriſtus , ue 
falſis Provbetis c redamus, vera etiam miracula facientibus. Au. An. 
erge nullum ad proband am veram dofirinam ar gumentu m ex miraculis ſa- 
m1 paſſit ? Reſp, Noa ſe quit nen omni anitum, ſed non neceſſ rium 


fetched 


ſumi poſe, ja dat. 7112. 


214 The Nullity of the Romiſh Faith. 
fetched out of the [acred Scriptures, becanſe they are ſra 
from all ſuſpition of falſchood : but miracles may be dine by 
abe help of the Devil (a). And Gregory de Valenti tels us 
Plainly, rbat miracles of themſelves do not beget infalliblt 
certainty of the truth of a doctrine and Church, but on the 
contrary , the true ana lawful Church gives us aſſurance of 
the truth of miracles, ar S. Auſtin ei (b). To conciude 
this anſwer, i ſhall onely adde Bellarmine's words: Befere 
the approbation of the Church, it is not evident, nor certain, 
by a certainty of faith, concerning any miracle, that it it 
true miracle(c). And therefore the Churcbes infallibility 
cannot be proved by miracles, becauſe ic muſt be preſup. 
poled, before theſe mirac'es can give us apy ceftainty. 
$. 21. Anſ. 5. If all the former difficulties were re- 
moved, it profits them not; for when a man comes to 
look into the pieces of their argument from miracles, he 
ſhall find ſuch horrible miſtakes, and woſull impoſtures, 
that indeed it makes their cauſe the worſe, and gives 
dent men occaſion to diſcerne , that theſe are ibe 
Badges of the Antichriſtian ſaction, that they are the very It 
ſignes,and ly ing wonders foretold 2 Theſ.. I ſhall briefly If 
look upon ſome of the parts of the argument. 0 
1. They alledge tor themſelves che miracles of Chriſt, o 
and his Apoſtles, and the firſt Fathers, which being done ( 


= — — 


(a) Auguſtinus coatcndit Eccleſæ certa atque firma indicia & Au 
bteris petenda eſſe, quia ab emni falſilatis ſuſpitione ſunt libera Nam cun li 
miracula . Demonum opera fieri poſſe dicat — Def. ſd. li 2. pa. 239. 

b) Iyſa per ſe miracula non cfficiunt certitudinem infallibilem de. 
veritale doflrine,e&r de Eccleſia legitima, ſed tontra potins Eccleſa vera 
& legitima certot nos de veritate miraculorum facit, at Aug. indic at tom, 
3 difp ——— X 

(c) Aue approbationem Eccleſi e non ei evidens aut certum tertitu- 
— fidei de ullo mirac ulo, quod ſit verum miraculum. lib de notis Eccle* 
4 4.14. ? 


— 
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in confirmation of a doctrine ( as repugnant to theirs as 
Heaven is to Hell )are ſo far from proving their in fallibi- 
licy, that they demonltrate their Falſhood and Herely. 

2. They plead all thoſe miracles, as teſtimonies to che 
preſent doctrine of the RomiſhChurch, which were done 
by ſuch as chough they lived in the communion of the 
Church of Rome, yet did complain of their corrupcions, 
and condemn diverſe of cher preſent doctrines: as ap- 
pears in Bernard, particularly in the great doctrine of 
Merit. | 

3. They alledge ſuch miracles, as were done by P:« 
piſts, in order to the con verſion of Heathens to C hriſtia- 
nity, which it really done by the cooperation of the di- 
vine power, do prove no more but this, That God there - 
by bare wicneſſe to the common cauſe of Chriltianiry, 
(for confirmation whereof ſuch miracles were done, )and 
not to their particular opinions, wherein they ſtand di vi- 
ded ſrom other Chriſtians. 

4. They alledge ſuch miracles, as for the generality of 
them, their own Authors{ſuch of them as have not lacti- 
ficed ro umpudence Jacknowledg to be fictitious and ridi- 
cu'ous, What ſhall 1 tell you of that known cenlure 
of Melchior Canw,concerning the Legends of the Saints, 
(which are the great treaſuries of popilh miracles,and re» 
ceived by the poor beſorred Papilts with the ſame vene- 
ration, as the four Goſpels) That the Jive of the Saints 
were written with liſſe integrity and faithfulneſs , than the 
lives of the Heathen Emperors were written by Hi at hen au- 
thoys a. A dear ſentence | it colt him che loſſe of's Car- 


a Dolenter hoc dico. multd à I aeitio ſe veius vitas Ph lo ſoho- 
rum ſcript as, quam à hriſtianis vitas ſantlorum ---- -+ Voſtri j I»rique 


WM (Scriptores ) vel affectibus inſerviuat,vel de iuduſt . ia quoque multa con. 


finguat, ut eorum me nimirum non ſolum pudeat\ſed ai! !lcat, (anus 
is operibas li. i 1,6. 5 53 36 b 
dinals 
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dinals Cap. Agreeable to this was that of Vivet, that che 
Legends were written by a manof a Braſen forehead and a 
Traden wit. I ſhall forbear further particulars, for it 
were endleſſe to enumerate all the complaints amongſt 
their own Authors, (in whom there were any relicks of 
candor and conſcience)of the fictions in this kind, and the 
many notable inſtances of thoſe impious frauds diſcove- 
red upon the retormation of Religion, which before that 
time were reputed ſuch certain miracles, that it was ſuf- 
ficient to make a man a Heretick to doubt of the truth 
of them. Iſhall adde onely this, that our Adverſaries 
could not poſſibly do a greater ſpight to Chriſtianity, not 
a greater diſhonour to thoſe illuſtrious and unqueſſiona- 
ble miracles done by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, in the face 
ot all the world, ſo as their greateſt enemies were forced 
to acknowledge the verity of them, than to compare 
with them, — he equal to them their ſabulous relatiom 
concerning ſome ſeeming wonders, commonly done in 4 
corner, and by ſuch who ſcrved their own intereſt in 
them, and whoſe evidence was ſo dark, that the truth of 
them was queſtioned by their own friends, as you bave 
pow heard : as if their defign were to make good that 
paſſage of one of their holy Fathers, who called the Go- 
ſpel, Fabula Ch-ifi,the Fable of Chriſt, in that known ex. 
preſſion, H.w great riches hath this Fable of Chrift pre 
cured to / But iſ every ſyllable of what their Fabuliſt 
have recorded of the ir miracles were true, it will ſtand 
them in little ſtead, for the reaſons before allead ged, and 
proved. And therefore I conclude, that the miracles pte- 
tended, or done by Papiſts are no certain and ſufficient 
evidence of their infallibility, and no ſolid Foundaton fot 
their Faith, 

5.22. Anſw.6. To which I ſhall onely adde this wor 
at parting , chat if miracles mult paſſe for arguments, | 
know no reaſon, but Proteſtants have as good a T — 
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them as the Church of Rome: For although we do not 
ue to boaſt of wonders,nor indeed have any need to uſe 
that Argument, having ſuch ſolid evidence and ſuffici- 
ent ground for our Faith in the Holy Scriptures, yet if 
our adverſaries will force us to it, I think our plea is as 


juſt as cheirs, and we could very eaſily fill a Volume, not 


with ſuch fictitious narrations as they ſtuff their Legends 
with, but with undoubted Hiſtories of Proteſtant won- 
ders. If the Antients eſteemed the firſt propagation of 
Chriſtianity by ſuch contemptible meanes againſt ſuch 
potent and univerſal oppoſition an eminent miracle, 
why may we not reckon this for the miracle, that the Re- 
formation of Religion ſhould be carried on by a deſpica- 
ble Monk in deſpight of all the power, policy, cluelty, flat- 
tery, learning ot the laſt Age? we can tell them of mi- 
raculous cures of Diſeaſes,and diſpoſſeſſions of Devils by 
the prayers of God's people, of certain predictions of Fu- 
ture contingencies by Proteſtant Miniſters, of Miracu- 
Jous preſervations and deliverances of Proteſtant Princes 
and Miniſters from che Bloudy rage and deep deſignes 
of Papiſts, of eminent and unuſaall judgments of God 
upon Popiſh perſecutors, of all cheſe there are remarka« 
ble inſtances already extant in Print, and ſuch as the 
Papiſts were never able to diſprove to this day; ſo that 
the Proteſtant cauſe is not inferiour to the Romiſh in 
this particular, but onely here are two things evident in 
Proteſtants, which are not ſo in their Adverſaries, viz. 
1.The Modeſty of the Proteſtants,that they do not boaſt 
of what they might juſtly plead. 2.The 4u7/pre2, or ſelf. 
ſufficiency of the Proteſtant cauſe, that hath evidence e- 
nough in Scripture, and hath Arguments — and to 
ſpare, whereas the penury of the Popiſh cauſe forceth 
them to catch at ſhadowes for want of ſubſtance. 

§. 23. Thus I have conſidered the ſeveral pretences 
of their great Doctors, and all the Pillars upon which a 

| P'S va 
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vaſt ſtructure of the Churches Infallibility depends: 1 
have ſtated the ſeverall pretenſions in the words ot their 
own molt approved Authors. I have weighed (I think | 
may ſay) all their conſiderable arguments by which they 
ſeek to maintain them in the ballance of the Sanctuary, 
and have found them light. 1 ſhall cloſe this particular 
with a brief reflection upon the whole matter, and the 
diverſe and repugnant courſes ot their learned Autbors 
in the reſolution and Foundation of their Faith, wherein 
we ſhall ſee theſe miſerable creatures running like the 
falſe Prophet in feremy) from chamber to chamber to 
hide themſelves, 

1. They made a bold venture at Scripture, and fairly 
offer'd to try their cauſe by it, for which they deſerve 
this Motto, — Magnis tamen excidit auſir : But their own 
bretbren pull'd — by the ear, and told them that 
would not do their work: Gainſapers can never be con- 
vinced out of Seripture , therefore you muſt confound them 
with Tradition, ſaies their great Salmeron®:; Ard they 
ſoon found that to be true, which once a Popiſh Clergy- 
man ſaid, when he had found a Bible; He knew not who 
was the Author of it , but [ure he was, it was ſome peſtilent 
H:reich, for he every where condemnes the Dottrines of cur 
Church. 

2. They fly to the Fathers, and their infallible Autho- 
rity: There upon a fair Tryal they are beaten out of the 
field. Upon debate they find the Fathers ſo 4129 2-00nzaue 
Jo uncertain in ſome things, ſo poſitive againſt them in 
other things, that they preſently cry Cr=cifige to thoſe, 
whoſe ears had rung with Hoſanna's before, and down 
goes the infallibility of the Fathers. 


3. Then 
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3. Then they flie to Councels, and by all means they 
mult be infallible, well, the Proteſtants tollow them thi- 
ther: Thar point comes to be ſcann'd. Inſtances are gi- 
ven of che errour of Councels (if either Papiſts or Pro- 
teſtants may be Judges:) And (which had the greateſt 
band in the depoſing of Councels) ſeveral notable paſſa- 
ges are alleadged out of Councels againſt the Popes Su- 
premacy,and diverſe of the preſent Poctrines of the Ro- 
miſh Church : Andupon the hearing of the cauſe, the 
Popes himſelf, and the moſt of the learned and conſide- 
rable Papilt* now in the World, are reſolved to truſt 
Councels no longer wich chis jewel, and not content to 
deny, they diſpute down the lnfallibility of Councels, as 
I have ſhewed. 

4. Then they flie to the Pope for belp, and Jeſuites 
cry out iv, they have tound the man that is inſalli- 
ble; Now ſaltat ſenex,ſalva reteſt. Well, the Proteſtants 
joyne iſſue with them upon that, give many ſhrewd in- 
| ſtances of the errours otPopes,alledge the expreſſe words 

of Adrian Sextus, a Pope confe ſling the Fallibility of 
Popes, (whom Bellarminc himſelſ reckons among thoſe 
who hold that the Pope may be an Heretick and teactr 
Hereſie (a). And beſides all this, two popiſh approved 
Councels are pleaded, vid. C or ſtance and Baſil, who abſo- 
lutely deny the Pope's Supremacy anginfallibilicy, well. 
what ſhall they do next? 

5. Then there mult be another device, a coalition of 
ys and Councel, and choſe meeting together are inſal- 
idle. 

Thus Infallibility is bur a ſhort-lived buſineſſe, and 
dies at the expiration of the Councel ( for when they 
are diſſolved , their Writings as well as thoſe of Holy 


— — 


(2) Lib. 4. De Romane Pont i ſce cap. z. & ſecumda ſcntentia. | 
; P3 Scripture 
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Scripture are uncapable of being a judpe. \And thus they 
have deviſed an inſallibility, made ofa commition of 
two Fallibles,”an ingenious invention it is, by which one 
may make an infinite of two Finites, and of two guilty 
— make up one innocent) But this alſo is deſtroyed 

y themſelves, For although the divided parties feeni to 
patch up an agreement, yet indeed they are as much at 
variance as ever. For the jeſuites make the Pope alone 
infallible, (and the Councel onely in dependance upon 
bim.) And their Ad verſaties aſcribe this infallibility to 
the Councel alone, and to the Pope onely by communi- 
cation from the m.) And ſo they are both, gone by the 
Arguments already mentioned under each ofcboſe Heads, 
And if we may believe either, there is ſecurity in neither. 
And beſides all theſe, diverſe of their late Learned \Vri- 
ters rej ect the infallibility both of Pope and Councels,as 
White, Holden, Cr:([ 7, Sir Kes:lme Digby &c. who aſlert 
that neither one nor other, are further infallible then 
they keep to the Golden rule of Tradition , and in that 
ſenſe every Chriſtian (viz. ſo far as be keeps to Traditi- 
on) is infallible. - 

6. The next device is oral Tradition, and the Autho- 
rity of the preſent Cburch, who are therefore right be- 
cauſe they ſay ſo. So this is a confirmation of their 
Faith anſwerable to his conſutation, who anſwered all 
Zellarmines works with ſaying Mentiris Bellarmine Bel- 
lar mine thou lyeſt, In like manner do theſe men confute 
all the Proteſtant Writers , and maintain their own Te- 
nents, by ſaying, rect dic Domine Papa or mater Eccleſia, 
that the Pope and preſent Church are in tbe right. Thus 
their bare aſſercion muſt paſſe tor a ſolid demonſtration, 
detheir pretence that they hold nothing but what they bad 
from the Apoſtles muſt be admitted as a proof that it is ſo, 
& ſhadowes muſt go for ſubſtances. But this, beſides the 
ridiculouſnels of begging the queſtion,and craving _ 
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they cannot prove, is denied by the greateſt pillars of 
their own Church, and ſuch as with whom the Authors 
of this new and wild Fancy, will not compare them- 
ſelves either for number or quality: For this is the known 
and moſt approved Doctrine of the Church of Rome, that 
Tradition and Scripture both ate two dead Letters, and 
partial rules; and there is beſides theſe required a living 
Judge, endued with ſupreme and infallible authority, 
and without this judge we cannot infallibly underſtand, 
and are not bound to receive and believe cither the one 
or tlie other. 
7. At laſt they are ſo hard put to it, that they cannot 
leap out of the Circle, nor extricate themſelyes out of 
that Labyrinth in which their conceit of infallibility bath 
inyolved them, without Miracles: in come the marks 
of the Church and the glory of miracles. And thus farre 
I ſhall diſcharge them from that invincible difficulty of 
proving the truth of their molt famous Miracles, for if 
they can prove the infallibility of their Church, I will 
give it under my hand that they can work a miracle; For 
then they can reconcile contradictions. and they can do 
that which the ineffcual eſſayes of all their greateſt wits 
have ſhewed to be above the wit of man, or Devil either, 
(for doubtleſle thoſe Popes who bad Familiar acquain- 
tance with the Devil, would nor fail to take in bis advice 
and aſſiſtance for the defence of their Infallivility) and 
therefore mult needs be acknowledged for 5auuarypyzi or 
workers of miracles. Thus I have diſpatched their ſeve- 
ral pretences, and ſhewed the nullity of them all, and con- 
ſequently the nullity of their Faich. 
$.4-24. There is only one thing to be added: They have 
one Argument more, which althougb it their other cords 
break, they acknowledge this will not hold, yet becauſe 
they uſe much to inſiſt upon it) 1 (hall conſider in a few 


words: And that is an Argument taken from the pro- 
pr 24 vidence 
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vidence of God, and his care over the Church. It is fir 
and neceſſary (ſay they) that there ſhould be ſome In- 
ſallible Judge that could finally end all controverſies, and 
therefore there in ſuch a one, and they are that judge. 
I know no man in the world can leap further at three 
jumps. I. There ought ta be. 2. There is an infallible 
Jud ge. z. Their Church is it. 
§. 25. Anſw,1. Why may not I turn their Argu- 
ment upon them ? God hath not provided ſuch a Judge, 
Ergo ſuch a judge is not neceſſary. When God thought 
fit to appoint a judge for the deciſion of ſome contro- 
verſies in the old Teſtament, he thought fit to expreſle 
the perſon, the place, his work, bis power: And if the 
Popiſh doctrine be true, that this judge is of ſuch neceſ. 
fity, that without him we cannot underſtand, and are 
not bound to believe the Scriptures to be the word of 
God, and that ſubmiſſion to this Judge is neceſſary to 
Salvation; it is ten thouſand times more incredible that 
God to whom all our preſent controverſies were not un. 
Toreſeen)ſhould not leave us ſome mention ofit in thoſe 
Scriptures which are written for this end, that we might 
believe, John 20. 3 1. and that we might be made wiſe unto 
Salvation, 2 Tim. 3.15. than that ſuch a judge is ne. 
ceſſary. If God had but ſaid inſtead of Tell tbe Church, 
Tell the Biſhop of Rome, or hear the Biſhop of Rome 
in all things, all thoſe inanite and dreadfull diſtractions, 
diviſions perſecutions,errours and miſchiefes, which have 
ſince riſen in the world, had been preyented. So if reaſon 
may be judge, who can believe it conſiſtent with the 
oodneſs of God, or Chrifſts care over his Church, or 
Gods deſign in giving the Scriptures, to omit ſuch a ne- 
ceſſary point as this, upon which all che reſt had depen- 
ded, eſpecially when Doctrines of far leſs concernment 
are there plainly recorded and often repeated ? 


§. 26. 
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$. 26. Anſ.2. If once men ſuffer their underſtandings 
to mount ſo high as to teach God what is fit, and poli- 
tively to conclude that to be done which they judge fit 
to be done, it opens a gap to Atheiſme and to all ima- 

inable Superſtition. What a fine modell of Divinity 
Fould we haveif once this door were open'd ? It was 
t that all the Tranſlacors of the Bible ſhould have infal. 
ible guidance, that they might not miſtake in a letter: 
It was fic that the Doctrine of the Popes Supremacy and 
Icfall;bilicy ſhould have been ingraven upon every mans 
beart, or at leaſt plainly revealed in the Bible, this being 
of more uſe than all the Bible beſides ; (ſince the Pope 
could have ſupplied the want of a Bible) And as Chilling· 
worth well argues. it was as fit that every Miniſter ſhould 
bave been infallible, char all the Popes ſhou'd be free 
from groſſe wickedneſſe, (as all other infallible perſons 
recorded in Scripture were: ) It was fit that obſtinate He- 
reticks ſhould be conſumed with fire from Heaven: 
Thereiore by this Argument all theſe things are done. 
How much better and more becomming is ic for a Chri- 
ſtian to ſay wich che Apoſtle, who hath known the mind of 
the Lord, or who hath been his Counſeller? Rom. 11.3 3. 
than boldly ro meaſure God by our own fancies, and tie 
him to our fond imaginations. 

F. 27. 3. If it be granted that there is an infallible 
judge, yet it doth not their work, for particular Chriſti- 
ans are not infallibly aſſured of the Inſallibility of their 
Church, (unleſſe they will ſay that every Pa piſt is In fal- 
lible;) And therefore no particular Papiſt hath better 

ound'for bis Faith upon this ſcore than the Proteſtants 
have: for they neither have nor pretend to better Ar- 
guments, upon which they believe their Church ro be 
this Supreme and infallible judge, than what Proteſtants 
alledge to prove the Scripture to be judge, vid Texts of 
Lripture, Tradition, Farhers,Councels,Miracles,rationall 
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uments, &c. And if a Proteſtant may be deceiye 


whom the whole Church conſiſts, and about whom 9 


lone the care of Chriſt and Gods Providence is exerci.l 
ſed ) God bath not taken more effectual care for ther 


infallible guidance according to the Romiſh Principle 


in theſe when he inters from them the infallibility of tie 
Scripture : why may not a papiſh be deceived when he 

inferres from them the infallibility of his Church, ſince} 
be hath no better Arguments,) nor more infallible gu- 
dance? And therefore as to particular Chriſtians («ff 


than according to ours: For as they ſay,Proteſtants han 
no ſecurity for their Faith, though the Scripture be ir 


tallible, becauſe they cannot infallibly underſtand it. 

bebeve this to be the Scripture: ſo ſay I, the Papiſts han 
no ſecurity of the infa!libility of their Church { thoug 

the Charches infallibility be 3 true in it ſelf 
ſince they cannot infallibly know either that there i 
ſuch an infallibility, or theirs to be the Church to whon 
it is promiſed. 

F. 24. 4. It is neither neceſſary, nor ſuitable to the 
merhods of Gods Providence and the declarations of hi 
will, that there ſhould be a finall end and infallible judg 
of all controverſies in this lite: That which theſe men te 
us was fit to be done, God bath told us he did not judg 
fir (and who is moſt credible, do you judge) 1Cor.1 1.15 
There muſt be Hereſiet- that they mhich are approved ma 


be made manifeſt, God hath acquainted us, that it is h 


pleaſure that Tares ſhould grow with the Wheat unt 
the end of the World. In reſpect of wicked men it wi 
fit( in regard of Gods Juſtice) that there ſhould be ſtone 
o ſſtumbling and Rocks of offence , for the puniſhme: 
of thoſe that were diſobedient : And in regard of elec 
and ſincere Chriſtians , who live holily, and bumbly } 

lieve,and pray fervently,and ſeek the true way diligent 
ly,ſuch a judge is not neceflary,God having provided. 
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y of the hem other wayes, by giving them the promiſe of his Spi- 
when be ric, and guidance into Truth, (which is as good ſecurity 
cb, ſince a the Pope bimſelfe bach,or pretends for bis ſuppoſed in- 
ble gu- fillibilicy) by that anointing which teacheth them all 
ans (all things, 1b. 2. 27. in confidence of whoſe conduct they 
may ſay with David, Thon ſpalt guide me with thy coun- 
ſel and afterwards receive me to Glory, Plal.73.24. They 
are kept by Gods power, 1Pet-1.5. and the care and 
ſtrength of Chriſt, 70h. 10. And what need a Chriſtian | 
deſire more? Truly ſaich Ameſius, God hath provided | 
for the ſafety of the Godly , not for the curioſity and perverſ. | 
ele of ot her men. And therefore this plea muſt go after | 
all the reſt, and they are till left in a forlorne and 
deſperate, becauſe in a faithleſſe, condition: And thus 
having forced my way through all che obſtructions which 
of they laid before us: 1 know not what hinders, but I 
may pronounce the ſentence, notwithſtanding all their 
big looks and glorious pretences of Infallibility,notwith- 
F ſtanding all the noiſe of Scripture, Fathers, Popes, Coun« 
cels, Tradition, Miracles; when things come to be 
A ſcanned, it appears they have no ſoundation for their 

Faith, and conſequently have no kajth, Lord be merci- 
full to them. 0 25 


of the Solidity of the Proteſtant foun- 
dation of Faith, 


C 1. Appily they will ſay of us, as Perome did of 
Lattantins, that he could faciliu, aliena de 

Arnere, quam ſtabilire ſua, that we can more caſily o- 
verthrow the foundation of their Faith, than make our 
own 
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own good: 1 ſhall therefore (though it be beſides n 
preſent deſigne, which is onely to undeceive the worldi 
chat great cheat of Inſallibility) in few words enquire 
whether che Proteſtants have not a better and more ſ 
id foundation of their Faith, than the Papiſts have: And 
cis | ſhall ſhew only by one Argument. 

Ihe Popiſh foundation of faith is ſuch, as many of ther 
ewn great Doctors are unſatisfied in ; (Therc being ng 
foundation laid by any of them, but it is both denied 
and diſproved by others no leſſe eminent of their om 
communion, (as i have proved at large and ſuch as is un. 
animoufly oppoſed by all Proteſtants and ſolidly diſpro. 
ved: But the Proteſtants foundation of Faith is ſuch u 
all proteſtant Churches (of what denomination ſoever) 
are agreed in, yea ſuch as diverſe of our moſt learne( 
Adverſaries acknowledg to be ſolid and ſufficient. You 
will ſay, it you can prove this, the controverſie will be at 
an end, and if | do not, let the Reader judge. There are 
but three things that need proof. 1. That the Books 
oſScripture (which Proteſtants build their Faith upon) 
are, and may be proveduo be the word of God. 2. That 
in the ſubſtantials of Fairh theſe Books are uncorrupred, 
3. That the ſence of Scripture may be ſufficiently un- 
derſtood in neceſſary points. 

. For the firſt ; That the Proteſtants Bible is, and 
may be proved to be the word of God. It is true, when 
they meet with any of our Novices they uſe to put this 
perplexing queſtion (as they call it) to them. How know 
you Scripture to be the word of God ? what matters it 
how l know it, ſeeing they acknowledge it, and by gran- 
ting the thing make their queſtion ſuperfluous > But 
I Anſwer, 1 know it even by the conſeſſion of our Ade 
verlaries : So they acknowledge and own the verity and 
ſolidity of our foundation; and the teſtimony of an ad- 
verſary againſt himſelf is undeniable, It may be of good 

et ne ee ue 
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uſe bere a little to compare the ſeyeral diſcourſes of lear- 
IF ned Papiſts to different perſons, and how prettily they 
N contradict themſelyes,and conſute their own arguirents, 
When the Papilts diſpute againſt us, they tell. us, it isi m. 
poſſible to know the Scripture to be the word oi Cod, 
but by che Churches Teſtin.ony- But if you take them ia 
their lucid intervals, and their diſputes againſt Atheiſts, 
or Heathens, then you ſhall have them in another tune: 
then Bellarmine can ſay, Nothing is more evident and ware 
certain than the ſacred Scriptures, ſo that he myſt needs be a 
very fool that denies faith to them (a). Here he can fur- 
niſh us with ſeveral arguments to prove the authoricy of 
the Scripture (diſſinct from, and independent upon the 
ch ul Churches authority.) the variety of Prophecies, harmony 
ever) Hof vriters, works of Providence, glory of Miracles, con- 
arnei Fen of Natigns, & c. Either then thele arguments do ſo- 
* lidly prove the Divine authority of the Scriptures, or they 
deco not: ifthey do not, then Bellarmine is a Ba ffler to uſe 
© are ¶ alacious arguments, and a lyar too, having ſaid, nothing 
von noe evident, nothing more cirtain: if they do, then :be 
por) Scriptures may be evidenced to be the word of God with» 
T 4 out the Churches Teſtimony, which they fo boldly deny 
ted. at other times. The like might 1ſhew out of Gregory ae 
un B7/a/ertia, who muſters up diverſe convincing arguments, 
| whereby even Heathens may be ſatisficd, that the Scrip- 
and ¶ ture is the word of God without the aid of che Cburches 
oben authority (b). And the like is done by teveral of their 
This learned and approved Authors: ſrom which it plaialy ap- 
nom ¶ pears. That the foundation of Chriſtianity and · proteſtan - 
rs CB cy is one and the ſame, and that we have the ſame argue 


But © wm 


Ade (a) At ſacris Scripturis,que continentur in Propheticis & A roſte- 


and Bis /iteris uibil eſt nauiut, mbil certius, ut ſtultiſimum eſ5e neceſ1e ſits 
ad- its ſidem halendam eſie neger, Oc terby Pei lib. 42s 
o0d (Þ) Analy/. fide. lib. 1.c.3. : 3 


ments 
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ments and eyidences for the ground of our Faith as Pr. 
reſtants,(viz. for the Divine authority of che Scripture 
independently upon the Churches teſtimony) which 
haye as Chriſtians, and that the Papiſts cannot ſay nord 
any thing towards the ſubverſion of the Faith ot the R 
tor med Churches herein, but at the ſame time, and | 
the ſame art and arguments, they muſt oppugne tbeChn 
ſtian cauſe,and acknowledge it untenable againſt a ſubit 
Pagan or Atheiſt, And 1 deſire the Reader to conſice 
that this is not an anſwer or argument ad hominem,whi 
I now inſiſt upon, but fetched from the nature of th 
thing, and the verity of che Chriſtian Religion. And in 
what they pretend. That without the Churches Te ſtime 
ny we cannot know that S. Mathe- Goſpel was writte 
by him, and ſo the reſt : they ſhall take an Anſwer of 
very eminent and approved Author of theirwwn, A 
chior Canm: It ts not much material to the C atholick Fai 
that any book was written by this or that Author, ſo li 
as the Spirit of God i believed to be the Author of it: whi 
Gregory learnedly delivers, and explaines, For it matim 
not with what pen the King writes bis Letter, if it be in 
that be writ it (a). 

S. 3. The ſecond thing is, That the Books of Scriptur: 
are not corrupt in the eſſential and neceſſary pointsd 
Faith. This a man may eaſily diſcern by looking into tb: 
nature and quality of thoſe various lections, which ar 

leaded as evidences of corruption, where he ſhall quick 
y find them generally to be in matters of leſſe momen 
and ſuch upon which Salvation doth not depend. Bu 
becauſe the examination of this would be a tedious wort 


— 


— — 0 


(a) Deinde librum eſſe bu jut aut illiut Scriptorit non ad modum it 
tereſt catholica ſidei, dummodo Spiritus ſanctus author eſſe credatur. Qu 
Gregorius erudite tr adit & explicat : nec enim ieſeri, qua penna, In 
Epikulam ſcripſerit, f vere [cripſit.de locis Theologd,3g6, i i. 5.7 5+ | 
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1 ſhall ſave my ſelf and Reader the labour, and ſhall 
prove it in general (as at firſt | propoſed) from the con- 
feſſion of thoſe of their own Brethren, (which out ofa 
prepoſterous reſpect of the vulgar Tranſlation, aſſert the 
malitious corruption of the Hebrew Text, and poſitively 
maintain the incorruption of the Bible in matters of 
importance. Of this opinion are among the Papiſts, 
Bellar mine, Arias Montanu, Driedo, Bannes,T ena, Acofta, 
Lorinus, and diverſe others: If you pleaſe, we will bear 
the fore-man of the jury ſpeak for the reſt. I conſeſſe 
(faith he) that the Scriptures are not altigether pure, they 
have ſome errors in them; but they are not of ſuch moment, 
that the Scripture is defeftive in things that belong to faith © 
and mannert. For for the moſt part, thoſe differences and 
variors lecſ ions conſiſt in ſome words which make little or no 
difference in the Text (a). To whom I will adde the ac- 
knowledgment of a late Author S. Clara, whoſe words 
are theſe : Conſidering a moral thing morally, it is altige- 
ther impoſſible, that the Books of the New Teſtament were 
or are conſiderably adulterated (b). And ſo he goes on, 
proving what he had aſſerted. This may ſuffice for the 
ſecond thing, 

F. 4. For the third particular, (which alone now re- 
mains in doubt) concerning the ſenſe of Scripture, My aſ- 


—— — — — — — — 


(a) Scripture non ſunt omnino integr, ac pure , [ed habent ſues 
quoſdam errores. Ceterum 164 tanti moment ſunt e jaſmodi errores, ut 
in 1us,que ad fidem & mores pertinent, Scripture ſacræ integritas deſ- 
deretur. Plerumque enim tot a diſcrepantia variarum leflionum in dictio- 
vibus qu / buſd am poſita eft , que ſenſum aut parum aut nibil mutant. De 
verbo Dei | 2.6.2, verſus finem, 

(b) Rem moralem, moraliter conſaderando,xland impoſſibile eſt librot 
preſertim Novi Teſt amenti fuiſſe vel eſſe notaliter ad; licratus. Syſtem. 
fdei c. 11.4.8. 


ſertion 
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ſertion is this : A Proteſtant hath or may have a ſuſf- 
cient aſſurance of underſtanding the ſence of Scripture 
in things neceſſary to. ſalvation. This I ſhall briefly prove 
by this argument: Gods promiſe is ſufficient aſſurance, 
(the Papiſts do not pretend an higher aſſurance for their 
Churches infallibility) but a Proteſtant is, or may be 
aſſured of this by Gods promiſe, as appears from ch 7. 
17. If any man will do his will, he ſhall know of th: doftvine, 
whether it be of God. Proteltants have the aſſurance of 
Reaſon, and whatever the Papilts talk, they have no o- 
ther. It is true, they talke of ſeveral things, Fathers, Coun» 

els Tradition, Motives of Credibility, &c. but in cheſe 
and all other argrments, both Papiſts and Proteſtants a- 
gree in this, that when they go to ſettle and ſatisfie their 
conſciences, though they hear many things, yer reaſon 
weighs them all, and rejects what it judgech falle, and 
holds faſt what it eſteemeth true and good: it that will 
not do, they bave the aſſurance of the Spirit, which God 
hath promiſed to thoſe that ask it, Lak 11.13. and this is 
as much as the Church her ſelf pretends. In a word, to 
ſtrike the buſineſs dead, you ſhall ſee the perſpicuity 
and evidence of the Scriptures, in things neceſſary to 
ſalvation, acknowledged by our Adverſaries, from whom 
the force of Truth extorted theſe confeffions: That part 
of Scripture is plain and evident, which contains the firſt & 


chief principles of things to be believed, and the principal 


rules of living: ſo Sextus Senenſis (a). Wo deny not, that 
the chief articles of faith, which are neceſſary to ſalvation to 
all Chriſtians, are plainly enough comprehended in the wri- 
rings of the Apoſtles : ſo C:ſterus (b). And Salmeron, 


a Illam Scripture partem apertam & dilacidam eſſe , que prims 
ſummaque rerum tredendarum precipia ac yrinc ipua vivend! pracepta 
comyletlitur. Biblioth. ſanct. lib 6. An. 151. 

(b) Non inficiamur præcipua illa fidei Cax ita, quæ omi but Chriſtie 
anis cognita ſunt ad ſalutem neceſ] aria, pe. ſpicus ſatis eſſe A poſtolicit 
ſcriptit comprehenſa, in Egchirid p.48, 


baving 
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having ſaid, that all Doctrines and Traditions are to be 
examined by Scripture, be faich, The Scriptare # ſo fra- 
med and ordered by God , that it might be accommodated to 
all places, times, perſcns, difficulties, dangers, diſcaſes, to 
drive away evil, to procare good, to overthrow errors, to ſta- 
bliſh trutbs, ro inſtill virtue, to expell vice *, And Hier uny- 
mus of Oleaſtro ſaith, We are io praiſe God fer it, that thoſe 
things which are neceſſary to ſalvation, he hat h made eaſie b. 
From all theſe things put together, I think 1 may ſay, ic 
yadeniably ſollowes, (ieh | propoſed to evince,) That 
the ioundation of a Proteſtants Faith is ſolid and ſuffici- 
ent, out Adyerſaries themſelves being Judges. 

& 5. Onely i muſt remove one biock out of the way. 
Peradyenture they will ſay, that if all cheſe things be true 
concern.ng the word of God in its own Language, YET 
there is one notorious defeR in the groundwork of the 
proteſtants Faich,viz. That they build it upon the credit 
ofa Tranſlation, made by perſons conteſſedly fallible. 
This, becauſe they make ſuch a noiſe wich it amongſt ig- 
norant an injudicious perſons, (however to men of un- 
lerſtanding it is but an impertinent diſcourſe) it will be 
convenient to ſay ſomet ling to it, aud but a little. To this 
then l anſwer. 1. The Papiſts cannot in reaſon charge 
us with thac fault,of which themſelves are equally guilty; 
nor can they accuſe our Fairh of that infirmity,to which 
their own is no leſſe obnoxious: for the generality of un- 
learned Papiſts in the world have nothing but a Tranſla + 
tion, or, which is worſe, a meer Report, For the Founda® 


(a) Scriptura ſic et ⁊ ſviritu ſanllo concinuata, atque contexta, ut om- 
nibus loc is, temporibus, perſanis, difficultatibus, peviculis, mor bis, malis 
pellendis , boais ac tei ſendis, erroribus jugulandis, dogmatibus ſtatu uit, 
_ inſcrends , vitiu propulſandis ſit accummodata. Salmeion iu 

rolog. 1. 

(b) Gratißcandum Deo valde quo, que ſunt neceſſaria ad ſalutem, 
faalia fecit. ſuper Otut. zo. 


Q tion 
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tion of their Faith. If their ſuppoſitions were admitted, 
that the Pope or Countel is the infallible judge of Con- 


troverſies, and that their Decrees are of undoubted ve- 


rity, yet foraſmueh as it is the lot of very few Papiſts to 
be eye or ear · witneſſes of them , they are forced to re- 
ceive the rules of their Faitb, (i. e the decrees of Popes ot 
Councels) either from the meer reports of ſuch men, 
whom they acknowledge fallible, unleſſe they will (as ins 
deed they may upon as good grounds, having once fallen 
into the humour of inventing) deviſe infallible Notions, 
as well as an infallible Judge, or at beſt, if they be tranſ. 
mitted to them in writing, yet lance they are written in a 
ſtrange language, and unknown to vulgar Papiſts, they 
cannot underſtand them but by a Tranſlation. And con- 
ſequently the caſe of vulgar Proteſtants,who rely upona 
Tranflation of the Decrees of holy Scripture , is not one 
jot inferior to that of vulgar Papiſts , who rely upon a 
Tranſlation of the Popes decrees. 

$. 6. A». 2. Thoſe Proteſtants that underſtand not 
the original languapes, bave a ſufficient Foundation of 
their Faith in the Tranſlations they enjoy, and that for 
two reafons. 1. They have ſo great a moral aſſurance 
of the verity of their Tranſlation in all matters of mo- 


ment, that no man can doubt of it, that is not within one 


remove of madneſſe: and this is ſuch a certainty, as the 
Papiſts have no reaſon to quarrel with, It is the obſer. 
vation of a grave author of their own, Theſe things are 
certain among ſt men, which cannot be denied without pers 
verſeneſſe and folly (a). And again, Such things at are ds 
livered by common conſent of Hiſtories , it ts a meſt fooliſh 


— — 


a Certa apud bemines ea ſunt, que negari fine pervicac ia & lultitit 
noa poſſunt, Canus loc. com. lil. i 1. de humana biſte i awboritate c. 
4 5. 468. : 


tig 
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thing either to deny them, or doubt of them (a). Now to 
/ this. A man may have as great an humane aſſu- 
rance as is poſſible of the verity of our Tratiſlations by 
the collation ofdiffering Tranſlations, made by ſeveral 
perſons in diverſe times and places, and they too in ſe- 
veral langu3ges, and ſometimes by men of oppoſite prin» 
ciples in Religion, yet all agreeing in the main; by the 
impoſſibility of a deſign among ſome learned. men to 
cheat the vulgar by a falſe Tranflation, there being o 
y watchful eyes upon them in every Tranſlation, ſo 

Fete benefit by ſuch a deceit , fuch extreme danger and 
diſgrace attending upon it, ſuch improbability of any 
ſucceſſe : by the ridiculouſaeſſe and impertigenty of Po- 
piſh exceptions againſt our Tranſlations,(as may be ſeen 
in the diſcourſes between Dr Fulk and Gy: gory Martin 
vpon that dub ject) being in the * ſo inconſiderable, 
that if all were granted they deſire. we need nothing elſe 
to conſute them but their own Doway Bible, or Rhemiſ 
Teſtament, and ſeveral other wayes. In a word, the pa- 

iſts themſelves have not ſo good ſecurity for that, upon 
which all their Religion & 1ofgllibility depends, vit. wbe- 
ther Alexander the 7th be a regular Pope; for if he be 
not a Prieſt ,which he is not, ſay the Papiſts, i bis Ordainer 
did not intend to make bim a Prieſt, (and who knows a- 
gother mans intentions?) or if there was any Symony in 
his election to the Popedome , {which how is it poſſible 
for us to be aſſured that there was not?) in which caſe by 
their own profeſſion the Election is null, and all the icti- 
ons done by him afterward: ſo till they have better ſor- 
tined their own Faith, I am ſure they have no reaſon to 
quarrel with ours. 


ee — 
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(e) Pla ima ſunt ejuſmodi , que communi biloricorum coaſenſioae 


e '4duntur, Heg non medy negareſed in bis etiam addubjtare,ſinitiſimum 
high eo. iti, nge Fam addabita ceſt uu 


QI | 97. 
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5. 7. 2. There is more then a moral aſſurance, even | c 
a Divine Faith of tbe verity of that Scripture which s | { 
contained in our Tranſlations, For whereas, amonglit o . 


ther arguments alleadged by Chriſtians , and owned by 
the Papilts themſelves, they urge the Majeſty of the Stile, | o 
the ſublimiry of the matter, the efficacy of the Doctrine, | tl 
and its influence into the hearts of men, (of which Gre. | hz 
gory de Valentia ſaith , I know not wheth.r it be a greater | n 
argument for the Scriptures than all the reſt yea than mire ti 
cles, confeſſion of adverſaries, &c.) a. Now the power ol g 
theſe arguments is not confined to the Original langua- n 
es, bur common to true Tranſlations : For it is not the b 
re 

li 

le, 

tl 

C 

pe 


ell of the words, but the kernel of che matter which 
commends it ſelf to the conſciences of men, and thats 
the ſame in all Languages. The Scripture in Engliſh, noe 
leſſe than in Hebrew or Greek, dilplaies its lultre , and 
exerts its power, and diſcovers the Characters of its D. 
vine original. The moſt unlearned Chriſtians do ording 
rily feel ſuch a ſupernatural force in tbe Scriptures, 
(though conveyed to them only in a Tranſlation, ) tbe 
find in themſelves, and obſerve in othe.s ſuch a ſharp. 
neſſe and energy, in oft times convincing the proudel 
ſinners, converting the molt profligate Wretches, com-: 
forting the moſt diſtreſſed conlciences, that it forceth 
them to ſay, Non vox hominem ſonat,God is in this Scri 
ture ofa truth, When a man finds the Law of Godin 
Engliſh, converting the ſoul, and enlightning the ej es, (which 
was David's argument for its Divinity, P/al. 19.) whe 
men feel the Scripture in the Engliſh Tranſlation qui 
and powerfull, and ſharper than any two edged ſword, pia 
cing even to the dividing aſunder of ſoul anda [pirit, and 
Joints and marrow,and t a diſcerner of the thoughts andi 
tenta of the Heart: which was S Pauli argument Heb. 12 


6) Anal. fidei lib, 2. 6 20, 
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and ſo 1 might inſtance in diverſe other properties:what 
can they infer, but that it is the voice of God, though he 
ſpeaks by an Interpreter, that it is the water of life , 
thouugh conveyed to them in the glaſſe of a Tranſlation. 

$8, Anſwir. 3 At worſt, this may fully ſtop their 
mouths, that the argument doch not touch the merits of 
the cauſe, nor ſhake the Foundation of our Faith, but on- 
ſy concerns ſome particular perſon, viz. ſuch as are ig- 
norant of, and unlearned in the original languages, So 
the deſect lies in the perſons, not in the cauſe, nor in the 
ground · work of our Faith, but in the neglects of ſome 
men, to build up themſelves fully upon it, If any man 
be unſatisfied wich Tranſlation, be hath under a 


temedy in his on hands: if be like not the Ciſtern, be 


may go to the Fountain, iſ he will take the paines of ſo 
long a journey. A li tle induſiry, and diligent uſe of 
ole meanes and be'ps which are offered even to vulgar 
Chriſtians, will wbolly remove this difficulty, and put a 
period to this argument. | 
§ 9. I ſhall conclude this diſcourſe with the conſide- 

ration of two particulars, The firſt is an objection they 
urge againſt the ſolidity of our Faith. The ſecond, is one 
pea more they bave for the ſolidity of their own. The 
firſt is an objection, which they frequently urge in all 
their Treatiſes: Thar circular way of argument, which 
we juſtly ob ject againſt them, they boldly retort upon 
us,and tell us, that we have no way toprove theScripture 
but by the ſpirits teſtimony, and no way to prove the 
Spirits teſtimony, but the Scripture This is counted one 
ol the bardeſt knots. and therefore it will be worth the 
while in ſew words to unty it, though it may ſeem a lit- 

tle heterogeneous to my preſent deſign.) 

$10, 1. They have no reaſon to object this circle to 

us, that they cannot free themſelves from. I ſpeak not 


now of the other famous Circle of theChurch and Scrip. 


Q3 ture 
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ture, (which their moſt learned Authors of late bave in- 
genuouſly, confeſſed, ) but here is another Circle: The 
Papilts. have Circulum in Circulo. For they profeſſe 3 
man cannot know the Church, but by the Spirit, nor the 
Spirit but by the Church: That a man cannot know the 
Spirit, nor the mind of the Spirit, nor diſtinguiſh it from 
falſe and countecteit ones, but by the Church, is their 
great. principle: He cannot know it (ſay they) by the 
Scripture, uuleſſe he read it with the Churches Spectac les; 
Revelation they do not pretend to, there fore this i 
known. onely by the Church, (to whom the — 

Spirirs belongs,) and by others onely from the Churchic 
authority, and infallible Teſtimony, But that is a cleat 
caſe ; the onely doubt lies about the other Branch, viz 
That a man (according to their principles) cannot koow 
tbe Church but by the ſpirit: and that you ſhall have 
under the hands of their great Maſters. Stapleton's words 
are theſe: This ſecret Teſtimony is altogether neceſſary,that 
a man may believe the Churches judgment and teſtimonit 
about the approbation of the Scriptures , neither will Faith 
follow without this inward Tiſti monie of the ſpirit ofGod al 
though the Church atteſt, commend, publiſh, . approve the 
Scripture à thouſand times (ver a. So Canns tels us, that 
Humane authority, and other motives, are nit ſufficient is 
ducements to believe, but there is moreover a neceſſity of as 
anward efficient cauſe, i c. the ſpecial help of God moving u 
to belicve d. What can be more plaine? Let them an 
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a Alcan hoc teſtimonium neceſſ avium prorſus et, ut quis Eccleſit 
teflimonia ac judicia circa Scripturarum approbationem credat , . neju 
abſque bac interns Divini Spiritas teſlimouio, etiamſ millies Eccleſia a. 
teſletur, commendet, promulget, approbet Scripturas, fides conſeductur 
Deſeg/.contrg hital. lib. 1. c. 1. U 

b. Stuaendum eſt aut horitatem humamam & intitamenta omnia ill 
pradide,-ſrod alia quæcunque adbibita ab co qui proponit fidem, non eff 
ſ«{ſicientes cauſes ad credendum, ut credere tenemw'; fed preterea on | 
eſt ixteriont cauſa eſiciente, i e. Dei [pegiali auxilis moventis ad reden hall 
Akin, Loc, Theol. lib. 26h © 8 bye -- 
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ſwer themſelves, and that will ſerve our turn. Either 
they mult leave themſelves in the Circle, or help us out. 
Jaw ſumus ergo pares. And it is unreaſonable, that they 


I ſhould urge that as a peculiar inconvenience, of ourReſo« 


lacion of Faith, to which their own is no leſſe obnoxious. 

8. 11. 2. It is falſe, that we have no other way to 
prove the Scripture to be the word of God, but the Spi- 
its internal Teſtimony, They cannot be ignorant, that 
we bave diverſe arguments of another nature, and inde- 
pendent upon that Teſtimony of the Spirit, by which the 
authority of Scripture is ſolidly proved. And Papiſts as 
well as Proteſtants have ſubſtantially defended the cauſe 
of the Scriptures againſt Pagans and Atheiſts. Either thoſe 


arguments are ſolid, rational, and convincing, or they 
we not: It they ſay, they are not; then be it known to 
all men by cheſe preſents, that the Aſſertors of Popery 
are the Betrayers of Chriſtianicy - If they be, chen is the 
&ripture proved other way es, than by the Spirits teſti- 
mony, How can our Adverſar ies vindicate themſelves , 
either from ſha meſul ignorance , if they do not know, 
or abominable malice, if they wittingly bely us, that we 
have no argument to prove the Scripture, but the Teſti- 
monie of the Spirit. What, are thoſe glorious miracles, 
by which the dcripture was ſealed and propagated, now 
become no argument? Is the Tranſcendency of the mat- 
ter, and mazeity of the Style, and admirable power of the 
Word of none effe&,, to prove the Scriptures Divinity? 
Are not the patience of Martyrs, the concurring teſtimo- 
oy of jewes-and Heathens tothe truth of Scripture-rela- 
tions, the verity of predictions,and the like,as ſolid argu- 
ments now, as they were in the primitive times, when 

ie Fathers confoundes, the learnedeſt Pagans by theſe 


and ſuch like arguments If they be(as they muſt affirme, 


unleſſe they will turn perſe& Pagans, as they are in the 


gen halt way to it already, ) then their Aſſertion is falſe, I hat 


24 we 
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we cannot prove the Divinity of the Scripture but by 


the ſpirits Teſtimony, and the Circle which they impure 
to us, is indeed in their own Brain, and their Argument 
is the fruit of their Vertigo. 

& 12. 3. Here is no Circle, becauſe, although the 
Spirit and Scripture do mut ually prove one another, yet 
they do it in diverſo genere, in diverſe wa yes. and ſeveri 
capacities: but a Circle is, v hen a man proceeds ab coden 
ad idem eodem modo cegnitu m, when a mans knowledg pro- 
ceeds from the ſame thing o the ſame thing in the Jame 
way. But in this caſe, though the thing be tbe ſame, yet 
the way of knowledge varies,and that breaks the Circie, 
The Scripture proves the Spirit per modum ob jecti & ar 

umenti, objectively, and by way of argument, by 
Foggeſting ſuch truths to me, from which 1 may colled 
the xermecz of the Spirit, and prove its Divinity. But the 
Spirit proves, or ra: her approves the Scripture per modus 
cauſe rffetive & inſtrumenti, as a Divine inſtrument in 


ſuſed into the ſoul, whereby I am enabled to appreheni 


ſuch verities as are contained in the Scripture. The Px. 
piſts indeed cannot get out of their Circle of Churd 
and Scripture, becauſe each of them is the argument by 
which they prove the other: the argument, nay the onh 
argument (ſay they) for which I believe the Scripture, 
the authority of the Church teſtifying it: and the arg 
ment for which they believe the Church, is the authors 
ty ofthe Scripture, And here the Circle is ſo groſſe and 
evident, that it is acknowleged by diverſe of their om 
late learned Authors. Holden confeſſerh in expre 
termes, that they who reſolve their Faith in this manne 
(and ſo do almoſt all the learned Papiſts in the wo 
do unavoi dably fall into a Circls*, So the late Anſ 


— — — 
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(a) In Circulum bunc inevitabiliter illabuntur, & in orbem turpi 
me ſaltanes c. Holden de reſolut. f dei lib.c. 9. 
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vt by ter of Biſhop Law conſeſſeth, it « avitiow Circle to 
npute f prove Scripture from the Churches Tradition, and theſC hur- 
ment ches Tradition from Scripture (a), (as they generally do, 
ſome few Excentrical ſpirits excepted:) nor can he get 

h the our of it, but by returning to that Vomit, which his ſor- 
r, yet mer Maſters bad diſcharged themſelves from, vid. to 
rel prove infallibility by miracles, and the motives of credi- 
ted bility. But in our caſe it is quite otherwiſe, for the Spi- 
pro: tit works ut ir ſtrumentum, by way of Inſtrument, the 
lame Scripture, at argumeniam,by way of Argument. It were 
e, yet an abſurd aſperſion to call this a Circle. i any man ſhould 
irc, ſay? 1 believe the Sun to be bigger than the Earth, 
* af becauſe my reaſon tels me it is ſo, and I believe my rea- 
, byÞ fon ſaich true, becauſe Mathematical arguments convince 
oled me it muſt needs be ſo. That which frees this diſcourſe 
c de from the Circle, is, chat the Matbematicks prove it, vt ar- 
ſumentum, Reaſon proves it at inſtrument um: and the 
ſame may be ſaid in tbe preſent caſe, I ſhall farther il. 
luſtrate this by a ſimilitude or two: It is here, as when a 
man through the infirmity of his eye, apprehends a thing 
to be leſſe than it is. There are three way es, whereby 
this man may be convinced of bis error: By argu- 
ment taken from the thing it ſelf. 2. By bringing the 
object nearer to the Eye, ( which was at too great a di · 
ſtance)whereby it appears in its due proportion. 3. By 
curing the infirmity of the eye. Thus the Phyſitian that 
removes the diſtemper of the eye, and reſtores it to its 
native ſtrength and vigor, may be ſaid to convince him. 
Now to apply this. The Spirit of God doth not convince 
a man of the Divinity of the Scripcures the firſt way, as a 
Philoſopher, but the laſt way as a Phyſitian; not by an 
elucidation of the object by arguments, but by the eleva- 


(a). Lawd's Labyrinth, (hap.s. 
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von of the faculty , or by anointing the eyes with eyes ther 


falve,and curing its infirmity. To which the ſecond may 
de added, viz. Thar the Spirit of God brings bis word, 
and the characters of its Divinity impreſſed upon it,nea- 
rer unto us, and writes in the heart according to God 
miſe to that purpoſe, and ſo we ſee the object better, 
— of its approximation to us. Or as it is with a 
Philoſopher, when he reads a Book, written in the de- 
fence of ſome poſition, (as ſuppoſe the doctrine of the 
circulation of the Bloud, ) poſlibly his mind may be dif. 
compoſed , and his Braines by reaſon of ſome peccant 
humor much diſtemper'd, and in this caſe he rea@the 
Book, but is not at all ſatisfied by it; afterwards, Phy ſical 
means are applied, whereby the brain is reſtored to its 
native conſtitution, and purged from thoſe diltempers, 
whereby it was clouded : now he returns to the book 
again, and reads it over anew, and yields himſelf captive 
to the opinion. You ſee here is no change of the old ary 
guments,nor any addition of new ones, onely the impe- 
diments which were in the faculty, or the organ, are re- 
moved. Juſt ſo it is in the matter now in controverſie: 
The Spirit of God doth not prove the Scripture to me by 
arguments, which] never had before, but by the Illumi- 
nation of my mind. to apprehend the arguments which 1 
did not apprehend before. It is with men, as it was with 
Hagar Seu. 21. there was a Well of water, but ſhe ſaw 
nt not till God open'd her eyes, verſe 19. There is a 
felf-evidencipg light in the Scriptures, onely the Spirit of 
God cures that blindneſs of mind, whereby the Devil hin⸗ 
dred the world from diſcerning it. Thus the Spirit con- 
vinced the ſewes of the Truth of theGoſpel by removing 
the vaile, which was upon their hearts in the reading of 
Moſes, 2 Cor. 3. 15, 16. And ſo God convinced his elect 
among the Heathens, not by diſcovering any more argue 
ments to them, than he did to the reprobates 2 
vos em, 
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them, for the ſame docttine and arguments were preach- 
el to both alike , but by opening their eyes to ſee what 
others ſaw not, 44. 20.18. and by opening their hearts 
toreceive what others would not receive, as Act. 16.14. 
To conclude, foraſmuchk as the teſtimony of the Spirit is 
tot the Argument for which, but onely the Inſtrument 
by which they believe; and on the contrary, the Teſti- 
mony oi Scripture is the proper argument for which they 
believe, it is moſt evident, that they work in ſeveral ca- 
pacities, and ſo we are fully diſcharged from that Circle, 
which they cauſleſiy charge us with, and notwithſtane 
ding this objection, the foundation of our Faith ſtandeth 
ſure. This is the firſt particular. 

S. 13. The other particular concernes the Popiſh foun - 
dation : ſor ſome of the Romaniſſis finding themſelves ſo 
woſully intangled in the buſineſſe of intallibility , are 
grown ſick of the notion. Creſſy, the Engliſh Apoſtate, 
in his Exomelogeſit confeſſeth , That Infallibility ix an 
unfortunate word, combated by Mr Chillingworth with too 
great ſucceſſe , that he could wiſh the word were forgotten, 
or at leaſt laid by: theſe therefore tell us, that if the Infal- 
libilicy of the Church be denied, yet a Papiſt bath ſuffici- 
ent ground for his faith in che Churches authority, in 
which'he is obliged to acquieſce, and whom he muſt hear 
in all things: and this way ſome o: hers go. This I thougiit 
fir to mention, that the world may fee the complexion 
of a Romiſh conſcience , and the deſperate ſhiſts which 
the wretchedneſſe of their caufe forceth them to. But 
becauſe the abſurdity of this new fancy doth ſu tu- 
ce conſtare , 1 ſhall diſmiſſe it with two remarks up- 
on it. 

1. That it is difcfaimed by the Romiſh Church, (and 
it were a frivolousthing to concern our ſelves in reſuting 


all the wild fancies of their particular Doctors.) It is true 


Cui ſaith, No ſuch word as Isſallibility is to be found in 
Ne ＋¹ ee. — 
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any Counſel: the good man had forgot the definition « 


the Councel of Beſi/,wberein they call it a pernit ious hu 
rear, to (ay, that a Councel can erre; ( the paſſage 1 citedl d! 
before, or elſe he meant to be witty, for it is very true, | jw 
that nox poteſt crrare is not the ſame word with Infallil. I ferti 
lie though it be the ſame thing Nor do thePapiſts onely poſi 


ert the inſallibility of their Church, but generally ac 
knowledge, that without this, their Faith would ha ve ng 
fold ſoundation, nor their Religion any certaint y. I ſhal 
not multiply inſtances in ſo known a thing: you have ma. 
ny inſtances in one, in that forementioned paſſage of the 
ncel of Baſil, That if once that pernitions error wen 
admitted, that general Councels may erre,the whole Cath» 
lick Faith would totter (a) And Bellarmine in a fore 
quoted paſſage confeſſerh, That it iu a moſt wnreaſonabl 
thing to require Chriſtians to be finally ſubjeft to the juay. 
went of that Church which i liable to error (b). And there 
fore I need not caſt away pretious time in confuti 
thoſe particular fancies of ſome private Doors, which 
are directly repugnant unto the conſeſſed opinion of the 
nd the Decree of a general Councel. 

2. This is ſo farre from mendiog the matter, that it 
makes it far worſe: for be that ſaith, I am bound to beliew 
theCburch in all things, becauſe ſhe is infallible in all things, 
ſpeaks that which is coherent in it ſelie, and the conſe- 
quence is agreeable to reaſon, tbe onely fault lies in the 
Antecedent. But he that ſaith,] am bound to believe the 
Church in all things, though ſhe may erre in many thing 
(and none knows how many)throws himſelf and me up- 
on ſuch deſperate Rocks, as none but a mad-man would 
run upon. When Bellarmine delivers that deſperate do- 
ctrine, That if the Pope ſhould command ws to ſin, we art 
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ſa) In reſpoaſone Synodali, 
. (b) UL. z. de cencilic. 3. 


bound 
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1 r hund to obey him: and when others have ſaid, That sf 
 CitedF the Pope ſbould lead thowſands to Hell, we muſt not reprove 
true, : their followers molktie che harſhneſle of thoſe af 
all:b, ¶ ærtions with this favours ble conſtruction, That the pro. 
onely ¶ poſitions are onely Hy pothetical, depending upon ſuch 
Ve condicions, as by reaſon of che promiſe of Intallibility, 


ve no 


can never be fulfilled; for (ſay they che Pope cannot com. 
mand fin, and cannot lead men to Hell: and this, it true 
were a plauſible evaſion. But to tell me, that if the Pope or 
Church may erre, yet 1 am bound to believe and obey 
themin all things, this is to make that my duty, which 
God bath threatned as a terrible Curſe, 2 Theſ.⁊ vic. to 
belieye lies: This is to confront the Apoſtle, 4.5. and to 
ſay, That ic & better to obey men than Cod, when their com- 
mands are contrary, this. is to bring me under a neceſſity 
ef that Woe, denounced agaiaſt ſuch as call evill yord, 
& good evil. that put darkne(s for lig be, & light for darkneſs, 
Ha.5.20, This is to lay, That I am bound co follow my 
bliad Leaders, though it be into the ditch, that I am ur- 
der an obligation of offendingGod by making him a ſyar, 
ind of damning my on Soul: This is to ſay. I hat the 
UHraelites were bound to obey Aaron's 1dolatrous decree, 
concerning the obleryation ot the Feaſt ot the Calfe: nay 
more, That the Jewes were bound to obey their Church 
in putting Chriſt to death, though they bad at that time 
known him co be the true Meſſias. n a word, ſuch and fo 

are the prodigious abſurdities which wouldine vita- 


n 
bly Elo from that wild aſſertion, that Madnels it ſelf, 
unleſſe in its higheſt Paroxyſme, could not equal it : and 


when the Authors of it come to themſelves, or return to 
the judgment of their own Church, or when their Church 
comes over to their opinion, & layes aſide their bold pre- 
tences to Infallibility, they may expect a farther Anſwer. 
But ſince I wrot this, I find, Mr Crefſy bath ſaved me 
the labour of farther Anſwer : for in his ſecond — 
3 7 OS 
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(and ſecunde cogitationes ſunt meliores ) 1 find him ſick of p 
bis former notion: I ſuppoſe he bath met with ſharpr6 | Þ; 
+ bukes from his wiſer Brechren;whar penances or cenſurg 
— ha ve inflicted on him I know not, but the efie& js 
viſible, and the man is brought to a recanting ſtrain. And 
that be may have ſome colourable Palliation for it, be 
pretends , be was miſ-underſtood , and that be neyer fi | 
meant to deny Inſallibility to the Church, ſave onely in 
the molt rigorous tenſe that the Terme could import. and 
therefore ke roundly aſſetts, That the Church can ucit ber 
deceive believers that follow her, nor be deceived ber ſolf, Exo- 
molog.$.2. Ch.21. And Infallibility and Authority an 
in effect all one us applied to the Church: for to ſay, that th 
Church hath authority to oblige all Chriſtians to receive hy 
Dottrines , and withall to ſay foe #4 fallible , is extremity i 
Injaſtice and Tyranny, Appendix to Exomolog. cap. 3 
num. 14. So this pretence is alſo gone after the reſt: and 
therefore from all that hath been diſcourſed and proved, 
I may take the boldneſſe to conclude, That the Faith df 
a Papiſt, if he keep to his oa principles bath no Foun: 
dation, or is not built upon the Rock, but meerly upon 
the Sand, or(in the Prophets language) they have forſaks 
(the Scriptures, the ſountain of living water, to hem ont ur 
ta themſelves broken Ciſterns, that can hold no water. 
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10 An APPENDIX by way of re- 
— flect ions upon Captain Robert Everards 
Y in Er 1sT IIA, and account of bis Converſion 

—— and Submiſſies to the Romiſh Church; and 

10. Mr Creſly's EXOMOLOG EAI 


wr" QC the finiſhing of the foregoing Treatiſe, I 
was told of an Epiſtolary Diſcourſe ot Captaine 

yo Everards , and withall that the ſubſtance oſ it 
„ was fully Anſwered by what 1 bad there diſcuſ · 
and ſed, onely it was convenient td accommodate the paſſa- 
ed ges relating thereto to the ſeveral parts of his Epiſtle: 
no Upon this ſuggeſtion I procured the Epiſtle it fell as 
enlarged in the ſecond Edition, and diligently read it 
op | Pace or twice over: And I confeſſe I was at firſt dubious 
ho whecher 1 ſhould take any notice of ic, partly becauſe 
I ſaw it was nothing but a collection out of others (as 

be moſt properly calls it) and a repetition of thoſe 
old Sophi ſmes, that bave been anſwered ard expipded 
an hundred times over, and partly becauſe I diſcerned 
by the ſpirit of the man, and che frame of his Diſcourſe, 
and the circumſtances of his change, that there was no 
likelihood at all of retriving and reclaiming him, how 
dear and irreſiſtible ſoeyer the evidence and arguments 
were that ſhould be produced. He that bath but balf an 
Eye may ſee a deſigne in the whole management of the 
change: And although he aſſures us with a zeſte me ipſo, 
that he is not biaſſed by worldly intereſts, and private 
ends, he muſt allow diſcreet perſons rhe liberty — 

ail 


(2) 
Faith in that particular, and not take it amiſſe, if ſeeming 
the feebleneſle of bis Arguments, and their inſufficiency 
for the producing of ſuch a change, they ſuſpect it wy 
done by the power of intereſt , which is ſo ſecret an af 
faire, and its method ſo crypticall, and the wayes of ſer 
ving it ſo various, that no wiſe man will believe it impoſ 
ſible, and 1 am ſure the contexture of bis Diſcourſe, 
and the manner of his proceſſe doth not render it at al 
incredible: And theſe conſiderations inclined me to 
ſilence. But on the other ſide, when I conſidered, that m 
the hand of foab ſufficieatly appears in the penning off fi 
this Epiſtle , tha: it was a collection of the {trengch off fa 
more Learned Writers, and a conjunction of abler bead er 
than his own, who were reſolved in · chis occaſion and 
inſtance, to repreſent what could in brie ſe be ſaid to pet ·¶ ſo! 
ſwade unſetled perſons to change their Religion; and fe: 
(whatever other mens opinions are) what a reverend C 
elteem the Author hath of it, who tels us he ſaw reaſu be 
enough to believe it could not be Anſwered , pag, 88, and} ra 
that be challengeth it as a piece of juſtice to ſheyf pr 
him his errors: { thought ic not amiſſe to take ſomeFj for 
notice of it. knowing that it what 1 ſhould ſay were de 
unſucceſſefull to bim, yet it would not be unacceptable in 
to God, (ſince we are a (weet ſavour of God in them tha ha 
beliage, and in the m that periſh) and that if I were not uf mn 
inſtrument of Gods mercy to him, in reducing bim u or 
the truth from which he hath revolted, yet 1 ſhould de to 
an inſtrument of Gods Juſtice,and a witneſs on Gods be. Di 
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half co leave him without excuſe. Tan 
In one thing I muſt crave Mr Everard pardon, if 16} fle 
not take his Councel in Anſwering bim aw e and} of 


ſetting down each of his Paragraphs before the ſeveti th 
- Anſwers: It is a courſe which, I confefſe, I do not af 
prove oſ in the anſwering of other Authors, becauſe 
runs a man into perſonall conteſts, and petite — | 
Ve Or 


(3) 


yerſions,and catching at little advantages, and ſoexpends 
the Anſwerers paines, and the Readers patience, and the 
buyers money to no purpoſe: And if I did like it in ſome 
na} others, yet really he muſt excuſe me if I do not eſteem 
ſer | bim ſo claſſical an Author, nor bis Epiſtle ſo weighty a 
pol: Diſcourſe as to deſerv e ſueh ſolemn conſideration. Yet 
;rſe, this ] ſhall promiſe him (and I call Gad to witneſſe it) 
that 1 ſhall not wilfully decline any part of it, wherein 
e to bis ſtrength may lie, but ſhall endeavour to the utmoſt of 
that my poor skill to ſingle out ſuch things as are molt plau- 
g of | ſible and conſiderable, and ſuch, as if they be ſolidly An- 
h of 8 ſwered, the reſt will tall of courſe , or need no further 
ea} crouble. 
and} What [ have to ſay 1 ſhall reduce to two heads. 1. Per · 
per ſonal. 2. Dogmatical. The firſt 1 ſhall paſſe over in 
and ſew words, becauſe it concernes not tbe merit oftbe 
en Cauſe, and yet it is not convenient wholly to neglect it, 
a becauſe it is fer forth wan vd carte, and Mr. Eve- 
au rad (whom I ſnhoud by no meanes deprive of his due 
nen praiſe) bath ſnewed wit and art in it; ſomething there- 
ome ſore muſt be ſaid to diſabuſe ſuch as are too apt to be 
vere} deceived with good words and fair ſpeeches, and the 
able influence of Examples. And if there be ſome ſeeming 
the barſhneſle in my expreſſions , it muſt not be aſcribed ra 
tay my Temper, (which my Friends will aſſoyle me from) 
ney or principles, or batred of Mr. Everard, (a perſon known 
d de to me nec beneficio, nec 5 — to the diſcharge of my 
be Duty (which is to rebuke ſuch as he is nw ſharply) 
ud the neceſſary caution of others. My perſonal Re- 
| (OF flections ſhall onely be two: The firſt upon the quality 
of che perſon : The ſecond, the occaſion and manner of 
the Change, 


ap 1. As for the quality of the perſon, I muſt confeſs I am 
le ¶ not at all ſurprized with the Apoſtacy (for ſo 1 mult call 


it with S. Pan, 1 Tim. 4.1, and 2 T heſ-2.3-) of a per- 
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fon of his Character, as we have it drawn by bis own pen; 
pag.4.When J profeſt my ſelf againſt Inſant- Baptiſme, I had 
run through almoſt ( if not altog:ther ) all the ſeveral Profeſ+ 
ſions of Chriſtianity then appearing in this Kingdome. it u 
no new thing that a giddy- beaded man ſhould get a fall, 
It is no more than was long ſince foretold, & at this day 
in this per ſon thoſe Scriptures are fulfilled which tell us, 
that the vnltarned and unſtable ſhould wreft the Scripture 
(as this Epiſtler moſt horribly doth ) to cheiy own deſtrw 
ction, 2 Pet.3.16, That ſuch as received not the Trmtbin 
tht love of it, ſhould be given up to ſtrong delufjons to believe: 
lies, 2 Tbeſ. 2.10, 1 1. That ſuch as were ever learni 
and never able to come to the knowleage of the truth ſnou 
be led away , 2 Tim. 3.6,7. that evill men and ſeducert 
(as he now acknowledgeth he was)ſhould wax worſe «nd 
Worſe deceiving and bring deceived, verſ.13. that wnſtable 
ſouls ſhould be beguiled, 2 Pet. 13. 

It at is not all ſtrange, that he that deſpiſed the per- 
ſons, vilified the Function, contemned and forſook the 
guidance of able and faithſul Proteſtant Miniſters, by 
whom he might have been eaſily antidoted againſt this 
Infection, ſhould be betrayed into the hands of Romiſh I, 
Prieſts. It is not ſtrange that he that loved to wander . 
ſhould antiquum obtincre , and having paſſed thore 
all the varieties which England affords , ſhould gratifie 
his temper, and follow his inclinations to ſee what newes 


at Rome. In the mean time it concerns all Proteſtants, C 


und eſpecially perſons of the ſame complexion and con- 
dition, with fear and reverence to behold the juſt and 
tremendous — — of God upon unſetled & unſtable 
Chriſtians, and ſuch as are given to change; whilſt they 


ſee theſe ſmaller rivulets of leſſer errors leading tothe 
dead ſea of damnable deluſions. And as we have many He 
woeful inſtances of poor deluded ſouls, that having & 
rr. eee 
om 
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n tom congregation to congregation , have at laſt been 

4 eallowe up, ſome in the gulph of downright Atheiſm, 

| Yatbers of the beſotting dotages of the Quakers , ſo we 

u Jhare bere an inſtance of one, whom the ſame wildneſs 

> and wantonneſs of opinion hath betrayed to Popiſh im- 
res. 

The ſecond perſonal reflection concernes the accaſion 
and manner of his change, which in briefis this, as him. 
aaf repreſents it pag. 3.6. &c. He falls into the company 
ind acquaintance ot a Lay - papiſt (which he had been 
alraies told, and ſo ſuppoſed that they were an iguorant 
Generation ) and he propoſeth and preſſe th an Argu- 
nent, which the Captain could not anſwer, and there- 
fore ſubmits and borrowes two or three Popiſh Books 
tom that Gentleman; (viz. the 2u:ftion of Queſt ions, 

i Lux, and Knees anſwer to Chillingworth and ſo the 
work is done, my Captaine is conquered, and become a 
Papilt, or (ye #ovo) a Roman Catholick. Upon this 

lacion I ſhall cake the boldneſs to make theſe following 
Animadverſions, 

1, In general, it is very obſervable how eaſily he 
pes up che cauſe ; How valiantly the Captaine ſought 
n thefield 1 know not, but ſure I am, if he tought at the 
ame rate that here he diſputes, no man could defire an 
aler Adverſarie. H:ppily becauſe he was about to com- 
jence into a beliefe of che unbloudy ſacrifice of the 
Maſſe, he was reſolved his Antagoniſt ſhould not have 

bloudy victory. 1 ſhall adventure to commend this 
ttern as an effectual receipt to make Papiſts, and (that 
ay ſee it js a #:avXpucry if not a ποοοννe, J it will 
differently ſerve to make Turks, Jewes, Pagans,or He- 
ticks of any kind. Let a perſon unlearned or unſtu- 
ied in the pe he debares (ſuch as none that read this 
elation will deny this Author to have been, unleſſe they 
| ſuch themſelves ) enter the Liſts with ſome able 
„ MT 
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fon of bis Character, as we have it drawn by bis own pen? 
Pag.4.When J profeſt my ſelf againſt Inſant- Baptiſme, I had 
run through almoſt ( if not altogether ) all the ſeveral Profeſ+ I 
ſons of Chriſtianity then appearing in this Kingdome. it u 
no new thing that a giddy- headed man ſhould get a fall. 
It is no more than was long ſince foretold, & at this day 
iQ this per ſon thoſe Scriptures are fulfilled which tell us, 
that the vnlearned and un ſtable ſhould wreft the Scripture 
(as this Epiſtler moſt horribly doch) 10 their own diſtri- 
(toy, 2 Pet. 3. 16. That ſuch as received not the Trmtbin 
tht love of it, ſhould be given up toſtrong delufrons to believe 
lies, 2 Tbeſ.2. 10,11. That ſuch as were ever learni 
and never able to come to the knowleage of the truth (hou 
de led away , 2 Tim. 3.6, 7. that evill men and ſeducirt 
(as be now acknowledgeth he was)ſhould wax worſe and N 
Worſe deceiving and bring deceived, verſ.13. that wnſtable Yr; 
ſouls ſhowld be beguiled, 2 Pet. 13. 

It at is not all ſtrange, that he that deſpiſed the per- 
ſons, vilified the Function, contemned and forſook the 
guidance of able and faithſul Proteſtant Miniſters, by 
whom he might have been eaſily antidoted againſt thi 
Infection, ſhould be betrayed into the hands of Romiſh 
Prieſts. It is not ſtrange that he that loved to wander F, 
ſhould antiquum obtincre , and having paſſed thoro 
all the varieties which England affords , ſhould grati 
his temper, and follow his inclinations to ſee what newes 
at Rome. In the mean time it concerns all Proteſtants, 
and eſpecially perſons of the ſame complexion and con- 
dition, with tear and reverence to behold the juſt and 
tremendous judgment of God upon unſetled & unſtable EK, 
Chriſtians, and ſuch as are given to change; whilſt they 
ſee theſe ſmaller rivulets of leſſer errors leading tothe 
dead ſea of damnable deluſions. And as we have many Hh; 
woeful inſtances of poor deluded ſouls, that baving 
wandred from party co party , from opinion to opinion, 

om 
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en? Bom — — to congregation, bave at laſt been 


bed Fralowe 
feſ | of the beſotting dotages of the Quakers, ſo we 
+ ave here an inſtance of one, whom the ſame wildneſs 
oy od wantonneſs of opinion hath betrayed to Popiſh im- 
tures. 
The ſecond perſonal reflection concernes the accaſion 
we pod manner of his change, which in brieſ is this, as him- 
ifreprelents it pag.5,6. &c, He falls into the company 
d acquaintance ot a Lay-papiſt (which be had been 
uus told, and ſo ſuppoſed that they were an ignorant 
A neration ) and he propoſeth and preſſe th an Argu- 
ent, which the Captain could not anſwer, and there- 
ore ſubmirs and bortowes two or three Popiſh Books 
om chat Gentleman; (viz. the Qu. ſtion of Queſt ions. 
Fia Lux, and Knott anſwer to Chillingworth and ſo the 
ork is done, my Captaine is conquered, and become a 
er pit, or (ye novo) a Roman Catholick. Upon this 
the F:iition I ſhall take che boldneſs to make theſe following 
by Ban adverſions, : 

1, In general, it is very obſervable how eaſily he 
ar Pes up the cauſe: How valiantly the Captaine ſought 
in tde field 1 know not, but ſure I am, if he tought at the 
15 ame rate that here he diſputes, no man could defire an 
"me Falicr Adverſarie. Hippily becauſe he was about to com- 
ence into a beliefe of the unbloudy ſacrifice of the 
. Niaſſe, he was reſolved bis Antagoniſt ſhould not bave 
bloudy victory. l ſhall adventure to commend this 
ttern as an effectual receipt to make Papiſts, and (that 
u may ſee it js a 7:2vXoncry if not a mnurpnpu@y}) it will 
differently ſerve to make Turks, Jewes, Pagans,or He- 

icks of any kind. Let a perſon unlearned or unſtu- 
lied in the ome he debares (ſuch as none that read this 
lation will deny this Author to have been, unleſſe they 
| ſuch tbemſelves) enter the Liſts with ſome able 
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up, ſome in the gulph of downright Atheiſm, 
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Champion ofthe adverſe party (a Character which the 
Captaine himfelfe aſcribes ro his then Antagoniſt , and 
when he meets with an Objection that himſelf cannot 
anſwer, let him conclude it unſwerable (which our 
Author did) and read two or three ſuch Books as bi 
Adverſary ſhall put into his hand, it this do not ſpeedily 
and eſſectually work the cure, he may be given over for 
deſperate. | | 

2. Though to determine that this ſupppoſed conver. 
ſion was a plotted buſineſſe, may ſeem an intruſion into 
the Divine prerogative to judge the heart, yet this I may 
ſafely ſay, that it. ſooks ſo like a plot. that it requires mot 
than an ordinary charity to believe it was not. For 
the Phiioſopher well obſerves, no man mult ( and no ſeri 
ous man will) forſake a ſolid and well grounded Truth, 
for ſome ſubtil ob jection ſuggeſted by a crafty diſpute, 
' which he cannot anſwer, If it was not a deſigned thing 
bow can it be imagined, that in a watter of Salvatia 
and damnation, he ſhould be ſo groſſely negligent in th 
uſe of meanes to come to the knowledge of che Truth u 
the anſwering of his Objection? Ocherwiſe who 
believe that be would not have addreſſed himſelf to fone 
able Proteſtant Miniſter or Scholar ro ſee whether! 
could Anſwer it, ( unleſſe peradventure, through f 
pride of his heart be fcorned the advice of Minilters, ul 
thought himſeli wiſer than his Teachers, and then 18 
wonder ſuch pride had a fall,)or would he not by thed 
rection of ſome knowing Proteſtants have racher ſex 
ched into fome Proteſtant books for an Anſwer, (as be 
he falls upon the reading of Popiſh Authors by the adv 
of a Papiſt) if he really were a Proteltant at that tins 
when he pretended to be ſo; for if this Captaine 
underſtood thoſe controverſies, and ſpent that time in 
reading of the ſolid Books of excellent proteſtant 
thors, and grounding himſelf in the principles of Re 
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gion, which he ſpent in talking and teaching otherrs,and 
and ſcribling of idle. Pampblers , and railing at Learned 
(£9 God Miniſters ; theſe objections, which through 
s ignorance and unacquaintedneſſe with thoſe points 
ſeemed ne to him, would have been diſcovered to him 
a5 they are to others, to be but Coleworts not twice but 
twenty times ſod, and Arguments long ſince exploded. 

3. To this let me adde, the wonder is the greater, 
and the Deſign more credible, to conſider that bis conver- 
ſion ſhould be wrought by ſuch Authors, as Fiat Lux, 
and Kot Anſwer to Chilingworth: The former nothing 
but an heap of words, and an empty ſound, which if 
ſtript of all ics gauderies , aud Rhetorical flaſhes , (apt 
to take none but children in underſtanding) and all the 
weight of Reaſons were pickt out, and brought together, 
it might (wir bout ſuch Art as was ſhewed about Homer) 
be put into a Nut · ſnell, unleſſe happily that was the 
Aagument that convinc'd him, that the Author tels 
us (ut, I ſay, who are Eagliſh men, and remember the 
Marian Perſecution, & the [rib Maſſacre, and the bloo- 
dineſſe of the French Leaguers, and the Barbarities of 
High & Low Germany, and the late Ferities of Piedmont) 
that che Pop is a very honeſt Gentleman, that never did 
any harme. 

And for Xnot's inff i: lity unmatęd, that man that ſhall 
take that Book for a ſolid contutation of Mr Chilling- 
worth, muſt have loſt both Reaſon and Conſcience, (for 
the loſle of one of them will hardly ſerve curn:)by which 
you may ſee the Captain was prepared for a Change, and 
like ſoſct wax ready to receive the impreſſion. And 
this is all l ſhall ſay concerning the quality of the perſon, 
an* the manner of his Change: 1 ſhall now come to the 
Dogmaticall part. | 
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The firſt and principal thing will be to conſider the 
force of that Diſconrſe wbich did the work, whic 
though it be a very filly one, yet it is commenſurate i 
many mens capacities, and meeting with an ignorant 
proud or looſe Proteſtant, lometimes is the mean of tber 
perverſion, 

The Popiſh Gentleman atked me (ſaith my Author) 
whether I was ſo certainly and infallibly ond of the 
Truth of th: Chriſtian Religion, that it was not poſſible ſa 
me, or for thoſe who taught me Chriſtanity , to be miſtatn 
therein; and he gave me this Reaſon for bu © urſtion, the 
otherwiſe, as tome, Chriſtianity could be no more than pre 
bably true; and we could not condemne the few, or Turk, 
or Pagan, fince they were as well perſwaded of their ſeverd 
WaJes, at we could be of ours, upon 4 fallible certainty, and 

for ought we knew, (not having any infallible certainty fi 
our Chriſtianity) ſome of them might be in the right, and 
we in the wrong way, for it is poſſible yow may be miſt alen, 


e | ee 

is is that, that did the deed, and this is the ſhield of 
Hercules, or rather the ſword of Goliah , by which they 
ſometimes do execution upon an ungrounded or ungoc 
ly Proteſtant, which therefore it will be worth while 
little to inſiſt upon. 

I. Let it be oblerved , what rare Champions the Pas 
piſts are for the Chriſtian cauſe , and what a ſingular 
courſe they take for the Converſion of Jewes,and Turks, 
and Pagans. For more clearneſſe I ſhall repreſent it in 
a Syllogiſtical Form: If the Church of Rome (5. e. the 
Pope and a Councel) be not infallible, a Jew, or Turke, 
or Pagan are as well perſwaded of their ſeveral waies , 
as we of ours, (theſe are the Authors words :) But the 
Church of Rome (whether you mean the Pope or Councel 
or both) is not infallible. This I hope hath been made 
Evident enough from che foregoing Diſcourſe, 25. a 

ew 
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moſt true of Italian Chriſtians; Turks and 
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vil Jew, or Turk, or Pagan are as well perſwaded of their 


ſeveral wayes,as we of ours. A glorious Concluſion | and 
ans are as 
well perſwaded of their way es, as they are of Chriſtia- 
nity. Nor is it without cauſe that ſo many Authors (ſome 
of them Popiſh) complain ſo much of the ſwatmes of A- 
theiſts in che Church of Rowe;for certainly this is as come 

dious a way to Atheiſm as can likely be imagined, to 
; the verity of Chriſtianity and the Popes or Coun- 


cels inſallibility upon the ſame pin; and conſequent- 


ly thoſe learned Papiſts, O doubtleſſe many ot them 
laugh in their ſleeves, to ſee ſo credulous rags 2 
world to believe the latter, can eaſily ſhake off the ſence 
of the former. 

2, Let us examine a little the ſtrength of this pretty 
Propoſition : That if we be not infallibly aſſured of the 


truth ofChriſtianicy, Jewes, and Turks, and Pagans are 


as well perſwaded of their wayes as we of ours, What a 
mad aſſertion is this. tbat nothing is credible, but what 
is infallibly certain, and that there is no difference be- 
tween probabilities and improbabilities, and yet ſuch 
Whirl pools and quick-ſands muſt they needs fink into, 
that give up themſelves to the conduct of 7 2 
and principles. I am not inf.llibly. certain that there is 


ſuch a place as Jamaica, (tor it is poſſible — - 
may miſtake, and all Travellers may lye, unleſſe his 


Holineſſe ſhould chance to make a voiage to ſee:) 


therefore by this doughty argument, I am as cer - 
tain , thartbere is a Sea-paſſage to China by the North. 
I amnot infallibly ſure, that the Sun is bigger than a 
Buſhel, (for Epicarw thought it no bigger, as Ci» 
cero informes us:) therefore (it ſeemes) 1 am as cer: 
tain that there is a world in the Moon, or in every Starre 
(as ſome Philoſophers held) I am not infallibly certain 
of the exiſtence and atchievement of Alexander the 
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Great, by this argument it will ſollow, that I am no teſſe lia 


ſure of the Hiſtory and adventures of S. George of E 
land What if I be not inſallibly ſure of the truth of 
Chiriſtian Religion, may there not be ſuch clear proba- 


biſit ies, and cogent evidence, that none but a mad-· man 


catr deny it? W bat iſ in a froſty morning | ſhould find 
Lot three verſes written upon a glaſſe window, will any 
man in his right wits doubt. that ſome man or other writ 
them ? and yet it is not impoſſible (becauſe it implies no 
conxradiction) that the Froſt ( which oft times car ve: 
out various and curious figures) ſhould ſome time or 
other have a lucky bit, and fall into a vein of Poetry. Or 
what if l ſee a Calf in a field, will any:ſober-man queſti- 
on whether it came from a Cow, becauſe lam not inſal- 
libly certain it did not drop out of the Clouds, as once 
one did 2 In like manner, if | be not ſimply infallible 
taking the word in a ſtrict and proper notion) of the 
- Truth of Chriſtian Religion, yet certainly it may ſuffice 
againſt any Turk, or Jew,or Pagan, or Papiſt either, who 
in this argument, as in many other things, are contede- 
rate with them, whoſe reaſon makes him a perſon fit tor 
Diſcourſe, that there are ſo great and many & pregnant 
evidences, that no man can deny without forfeiture of 
His reaſon, diſcretion, and modeſty, and all the principles 
of humanity 
3. If this argument be cogent, and beſides the certita- 
do objecti, the infallibility of the thing, there be required a 
certitudo ſubjecti, the intallibility of the perſon, to be ſa» 
tisfied, (ich here is contended for,) then not onely the 


Pope and Councel , but every particular Chriſtian muſt 


have this gift of infallibilicy , (an ampliation of the pri- 
viledge which his great Ghoſtly Father will never al. 
low,) for mark ir, that is the thing which the Catholick 
Gentleman urged, and whereqith my Captain was gra- 
yelled: He ald me (faith he) whe 


air 


ther 1 was ſure aud cer- 
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is, — and whether 1 was ſo certainly aud infallibly a ured 
of the truth of Chriſtian Religion, or elſe (ſaid he) to me 


Chriſtianity was but probably true, tiſe it is poſſible you may 
he miſtaken : and at this rate do they uſe to talke to ſuck 
un they deſire to Profeiyze. By all which it appears, that 
the Infallibility muſt be particular in every individual 
perſon, that would be ſatisfied bimſelf , or would con- 
vince another of the Truth of Chriſtianity. / am not ig- 
norant of a ſhuffling artifice,, which this Catholick uſed 
in confounding two things together, neceſſary to be di- 
ſunguiſned, as no wonder to meet with confution of lan. 
age in the builders of Babel) whilſt he (too cunning 
fo twenty of cheſe Novices) ſtates the buſineſſe thus: 
He arked me (ſaich my Author] whether 1 was ſo certain, 
that it was not poſſible for me, or ſor thoſe who taught me 
Chriftianity, to be miſtaken in t hu, y. Here lies the my · 
ſlery of iniquity , and here was the blind caſt before 
eyes of this unequal combarant, which he had neither wit 
enough to underſtand himſelf, nor humility enough to 
learn from others. But | ſhall endeavour to bring 'this 
Fox out of bis hole by this Argument: Either a ſubjective 
certainty or inſallibility of belief ofthe Truth of Chriſti- 
anity is neceſſiry for particular Chriſtians, or it is not: if 
it be not neceſſary, then in vain do Papiſts urge this ar. 
gument,and boalt ſo much of it, as unanſwerable, where- 
as now they give it up, and conſeſſe probable evidence 
ſufficient for particular Chriſtians , and Infallibility ne- 
ceſſary only for the Pope or Councel : and fo the poor 
Captain hath loſt his Infallibility, and bad beſt think of 
his old military word, As you were, for here the cord is 
cut aſunder, by which he was drawn over to Rome, for 
now the Proteſtant ſtands upon even ground (at leaſt ) 
with the Papiſt. For ſuppoſe, for once, contradictions 
were reconciled, and the Vopiſh opinion of the Churches 
ioſallible authority were true in it ſelf certitadin 2 
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fo alſo is the Proteſtants opinion-concerving the Inial 
ble nuthority of the Scripture true in it ſelf, and certh 
dine objetts, as the moſt deſperate Papiſts do grant, St 
Pirron, and Bellormineand all. The Scripture ( lay they)j 
Divine, and true aud certain in it ſelf, but not quoad nas: 
therefore hitherto there is no difference: now to proceed, 
If ic be a ſufficient foundation for a Romaniſt, that he 
hath ſuch probable evidence of thus docttine of the 
Churches lofallibilty,; why ſhould it not be as ſufficien 
a foundation for a Prateſtant, that he bath ſuch (nay in- 
fanitely more) evidence of the doctrine ofthe 
Scriptures inſallibility ? ſince the evidence of the latter 
i granted by the Papiſts themſelves, and the evidence of 
the former not onely denyed and diſputed down by the 
Proteſtants ,- but alſo queſtioned by their own Authors 
as I bave ſhewed at large. This queſtion I challenge the 
whole club of Jeſuites, (which happily contributed to 
this Epilile) ſolidly to anſwer, But now on the othe 
fide, if rhey will retire to the other part of the Dilemay, 
and ſay, That.a ſuhjective infallibility is neceſſary fa 
parcicular Chtiſtians., then every Papiſt in England no 
onely hath a Pope in bis Belly, but hath got bis Crow 
alfo upon his head, and communicates with him in that 
great Prerogative of Infallibility : and truly I muſt do 
them juſtice, without doubt every Papiſt in England is u 
infallible as the Pope himſelf. | 
4. But if nothing will ſatisſie but inſallibility, lets 

a little enquire into it, what it is, and where ic lies, and 
what infallible and irreſiſtible demonſtrations the Rom · 
niſts have for this grand principle, for which a man mult 
put out the eyes of his reaſon, & forſake the conduct ef 
the Scripture,& depoſe the Holy Spirit from his Royalty, 
Certainly it is madneſſe in the bigheſt to put us off wi 
conjeRures, and ſuppoſicions,and imagined probabilitie 
in ſo important an aſſair upon which all chereſt * 
| | a 
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and to which all muſt ſtrike faile : fo then, the 
Won will be this, whether this pretence of infallibility 
be not a gratis dil lum, a crude and bold affertion, or ra- 
tber, whether it be evidenced with ſuch ſtrength and 
clearneſſe , as to compel the aſſent of all reaſonable per- 
ſons : And here I ſnall do the Captaine and the Popiſh 
cauſe this right, as to conſider it in its moſt advantageous 
notion. If there be any iofallibility , moſt certain it 


* 


i, that it is in the Pope and general Councel together, 


which is the moſt plavſible and received opinion of the 
Church of R:we. And here it is that our Eogliſh Apo- 
ſtate, Mr Creſſy, in the laſt Edition of bis Book, centers; 
and here alſo the Captain caſts anchor: The Prelates of 
the Church ( ſaich be) though as men they are ſallible, yet 
wh:n aſſembled in 4 gemeral Conncel with their ſupreme 
Paſtor, they are ſtill made infallible by the aſſiſt ance of the 
ſame holy Ghoſt, who was as well promiſed to them as to the 

Apes. 
Now for this notion, I might refer the Captain and 
the Reader to what I have ſaid and proved in the fore- 
ing Treatiſe, wbich when be, or any of his Fathers ſhall 
bel anſwer, it will be time — then to conſider it. 
But becauſe this is the ſole foundation upon which the 
Papiſts build all the reſt, and Mr Creſſy adjures all Prote- 
ſtants, that omitting or deferring all particular diſputes 
wich Catholicks, they would examine this point, Sect᷑. 2. 
Chap. 19. and becauſe 1 am reſolved by God's help to 
ſearch and try where the ſtrength of this Sampſon lies, (if 
there be any in it) 1 ſhall a lictle farther conſider ic, and 
if I find his arguments proportionable to his confidence, 
and that he is as ſolid in proving it, as he is daring in aſ- 
ſerting it, ſurely he will do tbe Chriſtian world an inex- 
preſſible favour , and infinitely oblige all Proteſtants, 
and be will find us far trom the madneſſe of fighting a- 
prlaſt God and our own ſoules, But ſince all is not _ 
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that gliſters, and our Savont hath commanded us tot 
the Spirits, and to prove all things, and not to believe 
men, ſaying, Lo here is Chriſt, or Lo there is Chriſt, they 
mult not take it amiſſe, if,after ſuch evident diſcovery of 
their manifold impoſtures, we date not take all things up- 
on truſt from them, nor ſwallow down ſo great a more 
without che wing, and enquir ing into it. 

It ſeems to be granted on both ſides, and the nature of 
the thing requires it, That this being a grand principle 
ſhould have the greateſt evidence, which things of that 
nature can bear: and ſuch indeed they pretend for it, 
So Mr Crefſy tells us, That 4s this controverſy was of infinite 
importance, Provid.nce bath ſuitably furniſhed us with 
means of ſatisfattion = infinitely more copious, evident, and 
powerſul,than in any other beſides, Examolog ſect. 2 chap.18, 
And Again: That which I undertake to make evident t 
J. P. , tha the Church ſpeaking by a general Councel, con. 
firmed by the Pope, ts an infallible guide, (and that with 
ere evidence than he can produce for the Scripture it ſelf) 
Appendix to his Exomologeſis chap.4.. num. 9. It is well 
that ſaying and doing are two things, or elſe the Prote. 
ſtant cauſe had been quite in the duſt. If Mr Creſſy make 
this good, bis work is done; if not, it will concern him 
to remember from whence he is fallen, and repent of his 
Apoſtacy. So now we are come to the point, whether 
the Churches Infallibility be ſo evidently proved, as they 
pretend > They affirm, and I deny it: and the grounds 
of my denial have been a principal part of the ſoregoing 
diſcourſe, 1 ſhall forbear repetitions, as much as is poſſi- 
ble, and ſhall here onely give two Arguments to ſhew, 
That this pretended evidence of the doctrine of lnſallibi 
lity is but one theic u»;a1cpj1wam,and a piece of their uſu- 
al artiſice, to give us confident affirmations inſtead of 
evident proofs. 

My ficſt reaſon is taken from the inevidence of this 
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doctrine to themſelyes,and many of their own Brethren 
Whar a deſperate aſſertion is it, to aſcribe greater evi- 
dence to the Churches infallibility, ( which is denied by 
many ot their own Authors;)than to the Divinity of che 
Fripture ? whoſe evidence is ſo great, that boch pro- 
teſlants and Papilts univerſally acquieſce in it.) I have 
already repreſented the differences and diſſatis factiom of 
their own Authors in this, ſuppoſed to be, molt evident 
point. And ceriajnly, it can be nothing but want of evi- 
dence, which hinders the aſſent of thoſe , whoſe intereſt 
ſo powerfully obligerh them to it. Particularly 1 have 
ſhewed the vanity of that pretence of agreement be- 
tween their divided Authors in the Inſallibility of the 
Pope and a Councel together, and that the ſeveral Par- 
uſans, howſoever they put them both together in name 
and ſhew , yet in truth they aſcribe the 1ofaliibilicy en- 
tirely to the one or other, either to the Pope alone,or to 
the Councel alone,and to the other onely in dependance 
thereupon. Iafallibility is not partly in the Pope, and 
partly in the Ccuncel, but wheilly in the Pope (ſay the 
Jeſuites, and from him communicated to the Councel, whe 
are infallible no farth:y than = bave his cenſent and 
concurrence. And on the other fide, it 55 wholly in the 
r Councel, and in the Pope onely by participation from them, 
(lay the Gallican Papiſts, and Anti- Jeſuitical party, 
J 


and of this mind were thoſe Councels that undertook 
the cenſur ing and removeing of Popes themlelves,) And 
X conſequently, the Infallibility of Conncels not being evi- 
dent to the Jeſuires and their party, and the Intallibility 
of the Pope not being evident to the French Papiſts, and 
many others, it followes, that there is no evidence at all 
in either, nor in both together, their own Authors being 
Judges. For if I can prove to a Jeſuice, That the Pope | 
in Cathedr4 is not infallible, he will (& by his principles 
lt) grant, That the addition of a Councel Re * 
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make him infallible. And if I can prove to a French Pa. 
piſt, that a general Councel rightly called and conſtituted 
25 not infallible, be will (and by his principles muſt) ac. 
knowledge the Popes conſent cannot render them in- 
fallible : fo that indeed if either be diſproved, both are 
diſproved. 

Nor doth any thing render this evidence more darke, 
and che Romiſh cauſe more contemptible, chan the co « 
ſideration of thoſe poor Fig-leaves,wherewith Mr Creſſj 
ſeeks to cover his Mothers nakedneſſe in this particular, 
For when Mr Chillingworth urged this very argument 
againſt their infallible Judge, that themſel ves were divi. 
ded about it, whoit was, whether Pope or Counce) &c. 
all that Mr Creſſy anſwers ad rem, is this; Thar theſe. 
different Authors of theirs are all agreed in that deciſion 
of the Councel of Trent, It belongs to the Church to be 
Zudg of the true ſenſe of the Holy Scripture: an anſwer ſo 
deſperare, that it ſhewes that man, who could acquieſce 
in it, to be, if not a Papiſt by intereſt rather than Conſci- 
ence, yet at leaſt one given up by God to thoſe ſtrong de- 
luſiont, threatned to the Followers of Antichriſt, 2 Theſ. 
2. among whom he hath now liſted himſelf. And doth 
this indeed end the differences? doth be offer that for an 
Anſwer,which his Adverſary before had acknowledged? 
and is this all the relief they have towards the ending of 
all differences, and che ſatisfaction of their conſciences ? 
When Alexander was asked to whom be would leave 
bis Empire ? and he anſwered, To the belt: fince he did 
not at all determine, who this beſt was, I think no man in 
bis wits will ſay, this was a likely or effectual way to end 
the differences among che Græcians. It is true the Cap- 
gains were all agreed in genere, that it ſhould be left to 
the beſt, bur ſome thought one beſt, others another, and 
ſio tbe diſſenſions continued among them and were not at 
W bealed by chat general agreement. In the yery fame 
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manner , although they be agreed in the generall , that 


te Church muſt judge, ſo long as they concinde at vari» 


ince, and baye implacable feuds about it who this Church 
x, they are not one whit nearer agreement. Suppoſe in 
farmer times a queſtion aroſe between the Senate and 
Emperor of Rome, which was the chief power, and ſu- 
preme Judge of all C ivill controverſies, and the Subject 
of the Empire were highly divided about ic, ſome aſcri- 
bing the ſupremacy to the Emperor, others to the Senate: 
would Mr Creſſy ſay , the Romans are agreed, becauſe 
they were all uniced in this, That the fupreme power was 
to end all their controverſies ? Suppoſe 3 or 4 Compe- 
ritors to a Kingdome, and the inhabitants thereof ſeve- 
nlly divided about them; will any man on this ſide Bed- 
lam ſay, they are all agreed, becauſe agreed in this gene- 
rall, that the King mult rule? or muſt;nor every man ac- 
knowledg. that this agreement ſignifies but little, ſo long 
in they differ about this, which is that King? And is not 
this the very caſe of the Church of Reme? They are all 
agreed (for{ooth, )not one diſſenting voice among them; 
bur bow 2 why they are agreed that the Church is the 
judge. But Mr Creſſy, the great difference is behind, wbo 
is the Church? the Pope, ſay ſome, a Councel ſay others, 
a Pope and Councel together ſay a third ſort. ( and the 
ſeveral aſſertors of each opinion conſute and deſtroy 
therelt,) and all rbat hold any of theſe opinions are wniver- 
ſally eftcemed geod Catholicks , ſaith Mr Creſſy in his 
Append. cb 4. m. 7. So they are good Catbolicks that 
diſpute down the Pope's Infallibility, & they good Ca- 
tholicks too that diſpute down the infallibility of Coun- 
cels, and {for the reaſon before mentioned) they good 
Catbolicks, that reje the Infallibilicy of both together. 
Andtherefore tis a moſt impudent poſition, which Mr 
Creſy layes down, (and the Papiſts are obliged to own,) 
A fly Chorgbvr infellifliog iofegvidina, 
* that 
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that the Proteſt autis are ineæcuſable, and dv1oremirery 


that do not receive it: out of thy mouth will God judglf « t 


thee, O thou unſaithſull Servant, who baſt thus expref 
ſed thy ſelf in another place; To my underſt andin 
there is ſome inbumanity in urging Proteſtants to more thaff 6 
Catholicks will be obliged to, or to think, that to Proteſt any 
prepoſſeſſed with paſſion and partiality , that can be may 
evident, which 31 ſo far from being evident to ſome Cathy 
lich, that th:y renounce ir, Appendix to the Exomologeſu, 
Ch. 4. num. 7. 

To this might be added, as a farther demonſtration 
the inevidence of this point even to the Romaniſts them 
ſelves, thoſe ſecret checks which they me et with fron 
their own conſciences in the aſſertion of this ſuppoſedlu 
fallibilicy, diſcovered by theit haltings, and correctiom 
and tergiverſations, and ſelt contradictions in explicatio 
of this new phænomenon. For however Mr C'reſſy mount 
this jnfallibility fo high , that ic muſt not yield co Scrip. 
ture it ſelf, yet both himſelf elſewhere, and the ir other 
Auchors every where are conten ed with a far lower 
proportion, Bellarmine (whom Mr Creſſy recitesand ap 
proves) in his compariſon of the Infallibility of the 
Church and Scripture, gives the prebeminence to Scrip 
ture in fiye ſeveral reſpects. See Creſſy Sell. a. ch 2l. 
Truth, and our obligation to believe it, u in an lig ber de 
in Scripture , than in the deciſions of the Church. Cre 
Appendix chap. 5. n.2. And this Infallibility of tbe 
Church, though they will not ſuffer us to call ic humane I 
and moral, yer they dare not aſſert it to be Divine, but 
onely after a ſort, and in ſome manner Divine, as the 
Author of Laud's Labyrinth informes us. And this Infal- 
libility they farther confeſle is not in way of immediate 
revelation or inſpiration from God, but in the way of at- 
gumentation and diſcourſe. And here too they are won- 
deriul cautiqus: for it is acknowledged by Ze/larmine & 


Stapleton} 
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Stapleton, and ſubſcribed by Mr. Criſiy, That the Church 
 fallible in the premiſes, but infallible in the concluſion. 
Grefſy, ubi ſupra, and ſect 2. chap. 3 2. and Append.chap.5. 
rink In the deciſions of the Church, the ſimple concluſion decided 
tha # onely accountedinfallibly true, not ſo the principles upon 
Fa which it depends , or reaſons by which it is proved. Really 
met theſe Romifh Prieſts are admirable Fellowes in all things: 
«the Admirable Builders! Y;ravies bimſelf might learn Ar- 
ga chitecture from them, for they can teach him bow to 
build a ſolid and durable Edifice upon a rotten foundati= 

on dF on: Admirable Logicians ! Ari/torle might go to School 
eur to chem, and learn ſuch Leſſons as were above bis appre- 
fron} henſion; for it is reſolved he mult blot out his Axiomes, 
dn Cencluſio ſequitur partem debiliore m, and, Nen debet efſe 
1006, plus in concluſione quam in præ miſſis, and, Ex falſis nil niſi 
00 fa: The Colledge of. ſeſuites at Rome are ready to 
une make good the contrary againſt him, when Plato's great 
crip-F year ſhall bring him and them together upon the Stage. 
cher ¶ Admirable Divines ! that have our-done their Lord and 
der Maſter, and in ſpight of whatſoever is ſaid by him, Lale 
dap £6,43,44' will, if he pleaſe, maintain a diſpute with him 
' the f upon this Theſis , That a corrupt tree can bring forth good 
cri ¶ jr it, and that of thornes men may gather Figs, and of 4 
Bramblebuſb grapes : and this ſhall be not probably de- 
gre ſended , but infallibly demonſtrated. For it were a ſilly 
re tbing to think, that they that are infallible Divines 
' We F ſhould be but fallible Diſputants. But to return: The 
naue Finevidence of this notion of the Cburches Inſallibility 
may ſufficiently appear from Mr Cr-ſſy's own expreſſions 
the (which have been obſerved by others)? who by the evi- 
fal. Fence of the Truth was forced to this acknowledgment, 
That 7 iu an infortunate word, that Mr Chilling- 

Fats I worth hath combated it with to great ſucceſs , ſo that 7 
Yon Neusid wifh faith he) the word were forgotten, or at leaſt laid 
» Whereas all that underſtand any thing, know, that it 
1 r Was 
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was not the word, but the thing which he combated, 
and his arguments were not nominal aꝑainſt the Title, 
but real againſt the tbing it ſeli. It is true, ſince this paſ. 
ſage was publiſhed and taken notice of, Mr Creſſy (ha- 
ving doubtleſſe been ſeverely ſchool'd by bis Superioun 
for ſuch a dangerous paſſage) is grown more cautious, 
and hath ſtretched his wit (and I fear his conſcience too) 
to palliate his aſſertion, and make an honourable retreat: 
and he honeſtly acquaints us with hib deſign, i. e. being 
Crafty to catch the Priteftants with guile, Sect. 2. ch. 2 1. He 
that reads the appendix to the ſecond Edition of his Zxv 
mologeſis, will eaſily diſcern the trepidations of a guilty 
conſcience , whilſt ſometimes you ſhall find bim tacitly 
denying the Churches infallibilicy properly ſo called, and 
contenting himſelf with great probability in the room d 
it. At other times you will meet bim crying up this infa 
Iibility in expreſſe or equivalent terms, and in moſt placs 
haviog no ſalvo for bimſelt but this; that l is aſſertion, 
and the Proteſtants diſputation did proceed upon the 
miſtaken notion of infallibility,wbich the Proteſtants ad 
vanced to an higher pitch than ever the Church ot Rome 
did, and ſo fought againſt an image that themſelves had 
fer up: which is ſo notorious a falſehood, that if Mr. ſur 
Creſſy's wit, and memory, and conſcience had not all fab nr 
led him together, he could hardly have run into it, fin 
all Proteſtants of any note ever did, and particularly 
Chillingwerth doth diſpute againſt the Churches inſali- 
bility, onely in that ſenſe and degree which Mr Creſj 
upon matureſt advice in this ſecond Edition hath thought 
fit to expreſſe in theſe words, That God will preſerve bu 
Church in all trath, ſo as to ſecurt all believers, that ſhe ca 
neither deceive them, nor be deceived her ſelf. SeR.2.Chap, 
21, Did ever any Proteſtant, that underſtood himſelf, of 
the point pretend to more? Not Mr Chillingworth I in 
ſure; They all knew and granted, that abſolute _— hi 
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lity was God's prerogative, and neicher pretended by 
the Church of Rowe , nor was that opinion by pro- 
al, teſtants faſtned upon them: The onely queſtion was, 
la” ¶ ubether God did vouchſaſe ſuch infallible guidance to 
the Church, chat ſhe could not erre in her decrees, and 
decifions , I his Papiſts affirmed,and Proteſtants denied: 
and let me adde, that this Infallibility is as high as was 
ever aſcribed to the Prophets or Apoſtles and Penmen 
08 el the Holy Scripture. And although their Infallibility 
Fe Þ be ſaid to be large or greater cætenſive, becauſe in them 
it reacheth to all ſentences, and words, and Arguments, 
yet the Romaniſts chemſelyes cannot ſay it is higher or 
atly greater i»tenſive, and the Articles of Faith or concluſive 
deciſions decreed by C ouncels,are in their opinion as in- 
allible, as the ſame are when they are laid down in the 
Cripture. This was the Notion Mr Chillingworth com- 
—_—_— „wich ſo great ſucceſſe as Creſy confel- 


5 the The ſecond Argument to prove the inevidence of this 
540: ¶ notion ofthe c burches inſallibility, 1 ſhall take frombe 
impertinency and ſeebleneſſe of thoſe crutches or reaſons 
wherewith they indeayour to ſupport it. 1 obſerve the 
ſumme and ſtrength of what he hath co ſay in this point 
fu. x reducible to five heads. 
The firſt and great pretence is this, Take away inſali- 
y Mr bility and you deſtroy all Authority, all Authority, that it 
ut inſallible, i meer Faction and Ribellion, and Authority 
-rel) that reac het h onely to the outward Appearance, er the purſe. 
ught Creſly Appen. ch 7. num. 2. And elſewbere,infallibility and 
Authority are in effect all one as afp ĩed to the Church, 
be ca lid c. 5. 114. And tbe sſſer tions of the Churches Au- 
C bap thority which are trequent in the Fathers, Mr. Creſſy ur- 
If, of geth as if they had been directiy levelled at the Churches 
* afallibility, Zxomolog Sect. 2 c hap. 19. Nay ſo daricg is 
libre ws man in his Argument, that not contented with his 
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own pretended ſatisfaRion in it, he will needs obtrude 
the {ame opinion upon that Noble Lord Falk/ard(which 
It is ſufficiently known he abhorred) viz. that if the Cer 
tholick Churches Authority and infallibility were oppoſed, 
all other Churches muſt expire: The Amthority of the 
Engliſh Church would be an acry phantaſme, &c. Append, 
chap. 6. num.19. 

For Anſwer, I durſt appeale to the conſcience ot thy 
very man, but that Apoſtates in the Faith do at the ſame 
time make ſhipwrack of a good conſcience, let any Re- 
maniſt, that is not prodigal of bis Damnation, ſeriouſly 
conſider the groſſe talſhood of this bold ſuppoſition, 
Wi har, no Authority without infallibility? Relike there 
is no Authority in the King, becauſe no 1nfalilibility, 
He will ſay, Civil Authority is but external; Bur Eccle. 
ſiaſtical reacheth the conſcience, and commands the be 
Hef of the inward man: Mr Creſſy knew this to bez 
gratis d:tum, and juſtly denied by Proteſtants , and 
therefore he ſhould have proved it, but crude ſuppoſiti-} 0 
Gd imperious DiRates do paſſe among Romani f 
for ſolid Demonſtrations, Yet again I would aske * + 
Creſſy, whether the Aſſembly of che Clergy in Fran 'c 
have Authority over that Church or no: it be deny it £ 
I refer him to bis Brethren there for an Anſwer : If It 
grant it, then Authority may be without infallibilit.} | 
Again, I ask him whether the Pope without a Councd © 
have Authority over the Church or no: if he denyity 
tis at his peril, if he affirme it, then his argument uu it 
= jeopardy : For Proteſtants are allowed to dizbe} b 

eve the Popes perſonal infallibility; And be confelj m 
ſeth (I gave you his own words before) that good Gif o 
tholicks deny it and diſpute againſt it. Vet once more} 
When general Councels have been called to determing d 
the pretenſions of Anti-popes , or to depoſe uſurpingg , it 
Popes,or when they have had differences with che Pope 


| (23) 
demand whether theſe Councels had any Authority or 
no ? To ſay they had none, or that their Authority was 
but an 4iry phantaſm , I think Mr Creſy will not dare; 
and if they had, then eicher a Councel without the Pope 
s infallible (which molt learned Papiſts now deny, and 
if Mr Creſſy be of another mind, let him tell us,) or Au- 
thority may be without infallibility. 

ln a word, that the world may ſee the complexion of 
an Apoltare's Conſcience, This very man will grant, that 
ther is an Authority in the Superiour over bis Coevent, 
in every Biſhop over his Dioceſſe, in every General over 
his order, and a weighty Authority too (as their vaſſals 
feel by ſad experience) yet I hope theſe are not inſalli- 
die, E. the more impudent is he that argues from Autho- 
ricy to intallibility. 

A ſecond Argument is much of the ſame complexion, 
taken from the ſtyle and practice of general Councels 
which was to propoſe their Doctrines as infallible 
Truths, and to command all Chriſtians under the pain 
of Anathema, and eternal damnation to believe chem 
for ſuch , That Authority which ſbould ſpeak thus not le- 
ing infallible, would be guilty of the greateſt tyranny and 
cruelty, and aſurpation that ever was in the World. Append. 
chap 4. n. 9. 

This hath been fully anſwered before, and therefore 
| ſhall here content my ſelf with ibeſe two reſlecti · 
ons. 

I, The utmoſt of this Argument abſtracting from the 
invidious expreſſions be here clothes it with, that it may 
have in ter rour what it wants in ſtrength) would be ho 
more than this, That general Councels in ſuch a way 
of proceeding were miltaken, and were liable to error: 
a propoſition , which he knew very well che Proteſtants 
did univerſally own, and | hope well may, ſince the Jeſu- 
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have and do acknowledge, that General Conncels and 
their Decrees are not infallible untill the Popes conſent 
be added, yet ſuch Councels (as is notoriouſly known) 
bade uſed to put their Anathema's to their decrees before 
the Pope's aſſent was given: And yet forſootb(if you will 
believe a man that hath caſt away his Faith) this Argu- 
ment is more evident than we can produce tor the Scrip- 
ture it ſelf (for ſo he faith, ibid.) 

2. Theſe — do not at all prove that ſuch 
Councels either were or thought themſelves infallible, 
It is true, it is an Argument they thought one of theſe 
two things, either that the Doctrine propoſed by them 
was intallibly true(as indeed they did) or that their Au- 
thority was infallibly certain (which chey never pretens 
ded) either of theſe were a ſufficient ground for ſuch 
Anathema's; and therefore his Argument is infirme, pro- 
— a genere ad [pecicm., animal eſt, E. homo. They 
owned infallibilicy, E. they owned it in their Authority. 
Particular paſtors have a power to Anathematize,anddo 
fo in caſe of Excommunication of Hereticks: are they 
therefore infallible? If it be ſaid they do it onely in 
puriuance and execution of the Decrees of Councels; 
I anſwer , if ſuch pepſons (confeſſedly fallible) may 
'Anathematize them that renounce the Doctrines deli» 
vered in Councels, becauſe ſuppoſed to be infallibly true, 
why may not the ſame perſons Anathematize them that 
renounce the Doctrines expreſſely delivered in Scripture, 
which all grant to be infallibly true? Again, if we look 
into the Records of Councels, we ſhall find that this 
practice of Anathematizing was not onely in uſe in gene- 
ral, but alſo in particular and provincial Councels, which 
are confeſſed to be fallible: E. Mr.Creſſy look to your 
Arguments and conſcience better. Once more, 
Pope s anathema'sall the world rings of. yet you have ſeen 
his infallibility is denied by many and learned * 
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they too ſuch ar are nniverſally eſteemed good Catholicky, 
faith Mr Creſſy Append. chap. 4. aum. 7. Therefore 
bow durſt be ſay, Anacherua's are eviderices of Inſallibi- 
ſity ? | 

I be third Argument is taken from the promiſes of in: 
fallibility made to this Church. This doctrine of the 
Churches infallibility ® the moſt expreſſe in Seriptures, 
faith Mr Crefſy, Seft.2. chap.26. n.5. I ſuppoſe he told 
us fo upon the ſame account that the old Painter wrot 
under bis picture, This is a Lion, for fear ſomeſhould 
have miſtaken it for a Bull; for truly if he had not ſaid it 
was moſt expreſſe there, any rational man would have 
ſworn the contrary. 

I conſefle, I thought Mr Creſyſas well as Mr White & 
other Traditional Doctors) had been fick of thoſe pre- 
tences, and ſufficiently diſcovered the impertinency of 
them to their purpoſe: and really when 1 read over 


the Scriptures quoted by him to prove this infallibility , - 


and conſider how inſignificant they are to his buſineſſe, 
and how plainly, and fully, and frequently they have 
deen anſwered by Proteltants, (which he doth not here 
reply to) { mult not diſſemble, that I find a great diſfi- 


culty to believe his conſcience could be ſatisfied - there 


with: ſurel am,whillt he was a Proteſtant, (if he under. 
ſtood himſelf) he would have entertained ſuch proofs 


with contempt. I dare confidently ſay, that moſt ofthe 


Scripture allegations produced by the Quakers (in de- 
fence of their abſurd and ridiculous opinions] ate every 
whir as pertinent as any that are here cired. It- is-true 
they are material to that purpoſe to which they axe cited 
by the Fathers, viz. to prove the Churches perpetuity 
and juſt Authority; but for infallibility, how far the Fa» 
thers were from believing chat , I hope hath been made 
fuſficiently evident from the foregoing Diſcourſe, where 
alſo particular Anſwers have been given to their Argu. 
* 4 ment 
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ments from theſe places, which when they ſolidly vindis 
cate, it will deſerve, and( u- 3p ſhall have our condſiera. 
tion. At preſent | ſhall content my ſelf with this general 
animadverſion, 

Thoſe Scriptural promiſes pretended for the Churches 
infallibility , either they do of themſelves without the 
Churches ſence and expoſition , evidently and ſolidly 
prove the point they are brought for, or they do nor, if 
they ſay they do, then other paſſages of Scripcure (un- 
doubtedly far more plain and politive for diverſe Do- 
ctrines rejected by the papiſts )do of themſelves, without 
the Churches ſenſe and expoſition, prove thoſe points 
they are brought for, and ſo Scripture may decide con- 
troverſies, if they ſay not, then the Churches infallibility 
muſt be ſuppoſed , before it can be proved from thoſe 
Texts, which is] conſeſſe agreeable to the Roman Catbo- 
lick way of Diſputation, and fit ſor them that cannot 
endure reaſon ſhould be Judge, but I am ſure it will 
never fatisfie any man that bath any care of his conſci- 
ence or Salvation. But I can tell the Reader good Newes, 
and that which is ſtrange too among Romanilts , who 
uſe to confute Proteſtants by the meer naming of thoſe 
Texts, that have been ſubſtantialiy vindicared an bun. 
fred times, Mr Cyreſy hath one] Chapter entitled the 
Validity of ſuch Texts &c. ſo it is called, but I doubt it 
was the Printers miſtake for Iuvalidity, as will appear 
upon peruſal, He offers but one Argument for prooſe 
ol this Capital Aſſertion j upon which all the Papacy de- 
pends, and it is this: The Antient Fathers do uſually 
argus againſt their Heretichs and Schiſmaticks from thoſe 
promiſes, that C brifts Church ſhould continue for ever, and 
that the gates of Hell ſhould not prevaile againſt her : Now 
(faith he) if the promiſes of Chriſt be not infallible and ab- 


ſolute, and that Church viſible , what then ? then woe 


to the poor Fathers, cen tbe Writings of theſe aur 
| * 
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Will prove to be the moſt fooliſh, impertinent, jugling, yet 
blaſphemons and pernicions diſcourſes that ever were. So 


' Criſſy Sect. a. chap. 28. tbat is to lay (if we take the no- 


tion out of this odious dreſſe)they uſed fallacious Argu- 
ments: Very good! And is this that, that ſatisfied 
Mr Creſſy's conſcience? Oh the modeſty of the man! 
you ſee a little thing ſatisfies him; but if be will cheat: 
bimſelf, let bim not think to cheat us with ſuch ridiculous 
Arguments. 

1. The utmoſt of what would follow is that the An- 
tient Fathers whoſe Writings are extant were Fallible, 
and liable to miſtakes ; A Propoſition which t have for- 
merly proved, and the Popiſh Doctors themſelves a- 
gree with us therein, 1 ſuppoſe Mr Creſiy will not dif+ 
lent. | 

2. If upon every impertinent and unconcluding Ar- 
gument produced by Fathers,Councels,or Popes, againſt 
ſuppoſed Hereticks , | ſhould make this inference that 
they were all Juglers, Blaſphe mers, c&c Mr Creſsy will now 
think it a very barſh cenſure: When their great Lords 
and Malters argue at this rate (as be knowes who did) 
Ariſe Peter kill and eat,and here are two Swords : Ergo 
the Pope hath Civill and Spiritual power over all men- 
They that in the fleſh cannot pleaſe God: E. Prieſts 
ſhould not be married: God made man after bis own 
Image: E. Images are lawſull. Will Mr Creſſy now 
ſay tbeſe were all Juglers, Blaſphemers, & c? and their 
Wricings the moſt fooliſh, impertinent, pernicious Diſ- 
courſes that ever were? either then let Mr Creſſy qualify 
bis cenſure there, or apply it here. 

3. If the Fathers were ſuppoſed inſallible, yet they 
might uſe impertinent and unconcluding Arguments. 
You muſt remember our Maſters the Romaniſts, while 
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the mediums or Arguments to prove it: I will onely 
mind you of him whom they all ſo bigbly approve a 
appiaud,i.e. Stapleton (whom Mr Creſſy tollowes and the 
reſt of them) who (as you ſaw) limits this inſallibility 
to the Concluſion, not to the premiſes or Argument; 
So if the Fathers were intallible as you ſee & tbe papiſti 
conſeſſe they are not) yet this being onely in the Con- 
clafion , it will not at all ſecure them from impertinency 
and error in their Arguments or mediums uſed to con. 
firme the concluſions , which is all that this Diſcourſe of 
Mr Creſſ pretends to prove, So now judge, whether 
the Printer was not a knave (for ſure the Author could 
not be ſo, ſince he is a Benediine) to ſet in the front of 
this Argument. The Validity, &c. 
But you know mon omnia poſſ um omnes: Peradven- 
ture Mr Cr. ſy is a better reſpondent than opponent,and 
he cannot at all prove his own aſſertion, yet be 
will at leaſt ſolidly Anſwer his Adverſaries. But ales! 
here be is jejune, that it moves my pitty; for when 
Mr Chi//ingworth pleaded that theſe promiſes were onely 
conditional. if Chriſtians ſhould make uſe of Gods means 
—The Church ſhould continue: Hereto (ſaich Creſj 
theanſwer is very ready. Oh the benefit of a ready wit 
when attended with an eaſy Conſcience 1. There 
wo warrant from any circumſtancein thoſe Texts for ſuch a 
mew interpretation. , 68 
I will not ingage in that Argument, only I will referre 
a parallel place to his conſideration: It is iaid particular 
concerning Jeruſalem (which never was ſaid concer- 
ning Rome) I have hallowed this honſe-*to put my nam 
thereig for ever, and mine eyes and mine heart ſhall be ther: 


perpetually, i Kings 9.3. And it is again repeated concer' 


ning that houſe, that the Lord had ſaid, In Feruſalts 
Balu Name be for ever, 2 Chron. 33. 4. Then (ifhe 
have a conſcience)let him Anſwer, whether there be not 
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(much warrant from theſe Texts to prove this promiſe 


to Feruſalem to be infallible and unconditional, (which 
they grant it was not) as from the other Texts to prove 
them to be ſo to the Church of Rowe. He need not take 
day to anſwer it. 

His ſecond anſwer is wholly ad hominem , (and the o. 
ther you will ſay was little ad rem, ) That Mr Chilling- 
worth applies this to future times onely not to paſt or preſent, 
ard therefore it concernes not the diſpute in hand about the 
Romane Catholick Church, which all Engliſh Proteſtants 
arknowledze to be 4 true Church of c Juſt fo they 
would perſwade their Proſelytes, that all Proteſtants 
grant that theirs is a ſafe way, and Salvation to be had 
ordinarily in the communion of their Church; whereas 
neither the one nor the other are true. But what if pro- 
teſtarits do, and Mr Chillingworth did grants their 
Church to be a true Church, doth it therefore follow, 
theſe Texts were pertinently alledged to prove it ? or 
did Mr Chillingworth ſay, theſe promiſes were abſolute 
for time paſt or preſent , and conditional onely for the 
future ? no ſuch matter: but theſe are only bis own 
dreams, and ſhufflings, who (pro mere) when he cannot 
anſwer his Adverfary , indeayours to blind his Reader; 
I have only one thing more to obſerve upon that (which 
he tells us Mr Chi/lingworth ſaw) That if there were ſuch 
promiſes of indefeclibility, none could challenge them but the 
Romane Church, ſince ſhe onely claims them, all others lay 
in their claime. But that alſo is no more ſolid than the 
reſt : for ſince this promiſe of indefectibility is general 
and indefinite, it no more belongs to Nome than to any 
other particular Church : neicher bave they any more 


| intereſt inthe promiſe , becauſe they boldly claime the 


Monopoly of it , ( fince an uſurpers claime gives him no 

juſt Title to the thing :) Nor have other Churches the 
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will not ſuffer them to appropriate it to themſelves, (ſor 
they extend this promiſe of indefeRibility to the 
whole Church, yet they reap the comtort and benefit of 
it, in as much as the / are true members ot that Church, 
and not upon any local or particular conſideration.) - 

. There is a fourth. argument behind, taken from the 

Tradition or teſtimony of the preſenc Church: but this 
I dave diſcourſed at large, and I hope diſcovered the 
folly of that new device : thither I reſer the Reader. 
A fifth argument there is, and that is all i find in Mr 
Cre{y , (for I have diligently ſearched him, and God is 
my witneſſe J have indeavoured to ſingie out the ſtrong- 
oft and moſt plauſible paſſages in him, which 1 had not 
anſwered betore,) and that is taken from the Churches 
Unity: One Church there cannot be, without one faith, nur 
one ſaith where differences are irreconciltable and no recow 
ciling of differences hut by an authority, ang that infallible, 
Append.chap.6 n 3, And again: The Sun ſpines not mort 
clear (1 ſuppole he means in the Cloyſters of bis 
Convent) than that there is no poſſible Unity without As- 
#hority nor no Chriſtian Unity withont an infallible Auth 
rity,ch 7. 2. 

Anſw. Very well; it being premiſed, That their only 
infallible Authority is, as Mr Creſſy ſtares it, the Church 
ſpeaking by a general Councel, confirmed by the Pope, 
Appen. chap-4. num then if this Argument be ſolid, 
let Mr Creſſy take what followes : Then there was nei. 
ther one Ghurch, nor one Faith, for the firſt 300 years, 
when there was no general Councel: then when the 
Pope dies, or his Sea 15 vacant other waies ( as oft hath 
been) and when there is no Councel (as now there is 
none) there is no Unity in the Church of Rome: what 
thinks this man of the Gallican Church, wbich (unleſſe 
they be throughly Jeſuited)do ſtill hold (as they uſed to 
do) that the Pope, pggſonally conſideredris not 1 

ut 
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but onely with a | Councel : will he juſtiſie it at 
the Aſſembly of the French Clergy, that they have in 
this day no unity among them, and no way to reconcile 
their differences, bccauſe they have no infallible Authori- 


ty? But I ſhall not waſt my time any longer with theſe 


impertinent and miſcalied arguments: I ſhall leave the 
int with this ſhort Ae morandum, That it is a plain evi- 
dence of the deſperateneſſe of their cauſe, chat all the 
great wit, and vaſt learning, and deep cunning of the 
Rom.ſh Doctors can furniſh them with no better argu- 
ments than theſe. And ſince this is all that Mr Creſſy 
can pretend for bis Apoſtacy, I would intreat him in 
his next to furniſh me with ſome Anſwers to thoſe that 
ſuſpect his change was not from conſcience, but diſcon- 
tent or paſſion, or worldly intereſt , (as affaires then 
ſtood: ) for I confeſſe 1 am at a loſle,and know not what 
to ſay for him; and the rather, becauſe the pretended 
motives of his Converſion are ſo ridiculouſly abiurd, and 
incredidle, among which I find two chat deſerve a ſpecial 
remark. One is the ſcandalous perſonal qualities of Lu- 
ther and Calvin, which, if all that he faith ot chem were 
true and material, (as it is either notoriouſly falle, or in- 
conſiderable, )yet it amounts to nothing againſt tbe Pro- 
teſtant cauſe, ſince though we own them for eminent 
perſons, and worthy inſtruments, yet we readily acknow- 
ledge, they were lyable to error, and ſubject to pa ſſions 
and infirmities, no leſſe than other men, nor did we ever 
make them the Pillars and grounds of the Goſpel, or the 
foundation and rule of our Faith, But that this ſhould 
occaſion his Change, 1 confeſs is beyond the faith of 
Miracles to believe. This'is prodigious, That the ſuppo. 
ſed miſtakes or miſcarriages of two particular Proteſtant 
Doctors ſhould really have greater influence to turn him 
from the Proteſtant Religion, than the real Blaſphemies, 


and abominable filthineſſes of their Maſters and oy 
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of their Faith and Church, viz. the Popes ſhould have to 
alienate him from the Popiſh Religion; and theſe things 
not feigned by Adverſarics , (as moſt of their Calumnies 
init Luther and Calvin are) but acknowledged by 
i their own Authors, who bave left us a particular account 
| of the ſeveral ſorts of their villanies : ſo many bla ſphe · 
| mers, as 7oby 13, fulins 3. Fc. ſo many Hereticks as 
—— 8. John 23. fo many Conjurers, as Sy/veſiy 
| the ſecond, and his Succeſſors for many Succeſſtons; ſo 
many whoremongers, ſo many Sodomites , Poyſonery, 
Jnceituous, and what not ? 150 Popes (faith Gencbrard) 
rather Apoſtatical than A poſtolical perſons. And yet 
this tender confcienced man, who knew all theſe thingy, 
and could bear with all this, and a thouſand more ſuch 
intirmities in the Popes, was ſo ſqueamiſn that he was 
not able to endure the ſcandals of Luther and Calvin, 
And another motive he addes, not at all inferior to the 
former, viz. The bloudy commotions of the Calviniſts, 
and the ſanguinary Lawes and cruel execution of them . 
upon Catholick Prieſts in England: And this was a great © "| 
offence to him, who was well acquainted with the Maſſa- vl 
cres of France, of Germany, and tbe Low Countries, and . 
the Engliſs too in Popiſh times, who knew the Hiſtory of t 
the barbarous cruelties ot the inquiſit ion torments, who 
himſelf bad been an eye and ear witneſſe of the inbu- 
mane butcheries of above one hundred thouſand inno- 
cent Proteſtants in Ireland. But all chis did not move 
the good man at all: he could ſwallow Camels, but a 
Goat hath Choaked him. O Diveliſh Hypocriſy | But 
God will not be mocked, and I hope men chat have any 
fence will not eaſily be deceived to believe the ſincerity 
of that mans Converſion, which is brought on by ridicus« 
lous Motives. But to return. 
r a cloſe of this great point, I ſhall leave three 
things 19 :be conſideration of any diſcreet & conſcienti 
ous 
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das Reader, and particularly of our two Engliſh Apo- 
ſtates, with whom am now treating, ifthey have any 
ſale of Eternity or Conſcience leſt. 1 

1. That the principal Texts of Scripture, and argu - 
ment urged by them and others for the Inſallibibty of 
the Pope and Councel together, either prove nothing 
to their purpole, or proye more than they would have or 
dare 2 i. e. they prove either the Pope or Counced 
to be infallible by themſelves, and without any reference 
tothe other, and are accordingly pleaded by each party 
for their opinion. As for inſtance : Thos art Peter, Apen 
thu rock &C.l will give unto thee the keyes &c. And Simon 
-I bave prayed, that thy Faith fail net: and the like. If 
theſe Texts Prove any Infallibilty, they prove the infal- 
libility of the Pope, or St. Peter's Succeſſor, whertber with 
or without a Councel. So on the other ſide, the Texts of 


' Scripture pleaded tor the Infallibility of Councels from 


what was {aid to or of all the Apoſtles: He that heoreth 
yew, bearcth me. It ſeemed good to the holy G heſt and ws, 
Where two or three are gathered together , I am with you to 
the end of the world : Ii theſe Texts prove any Infallibih- 
ty, they Prove the Infallibility of ail the Governours of 
the Church and Succeſſors of the Apoſtles, at leaſt when 
they are aſſembled together, without any ſpeciall refe- 
rence to the Pope, who is but one of them. And becauſe 
it is ſufficiently evident, that theſe places do not prove 
the intallibility of thoſe, of whom they are acknowledged 
primarily and formally to ſpeak, (which is ſo evident, 
chat we have thoulands of the moſt learned and reſolved 
papiſts conſenting to us herein, as is before proved, ) it is 
therefore a ſtrange preſumption to pretend theſe places 
cogent proofs of the inſallibility of them, of whom tbeſe 
Texts are conſeſſed not to ſpeak ſave onely by in plicati- 
on: and conſequently the infallibility of Pope and Coun- 
2 
2 


| (34) 
tile and cautious Papiſts) is deſtitute of ſolid proof, aui 
an ungrounded aſſertion. 

2. It all that theſe men ſay were granted, that a gene- 
ral Councel confirmed by the Pope were the infallible 
Judge, yet ſince there is now no ſuch thing, (nor like to 
be,) as a general Councel in the Church of Rome, but the 
Pope ſtands upon his own legs, therefore the Church of 
Rome at this day is not infallible, and bath no infallible 
Judge, and no way to end their Controverſies , nor any 
advantage above Prote tants therein. If they ſay , the 
Pope hath the aſſiſtance and concurrence ol general 
Councels in their writings and Decrees, Ianſwer: The 
infallible Judge, which they plead for, muſt accordingto 
their principles be a living Judge, and therefore requires 
the exiſtence of the Councel, as well as of the Pope. 1 
would aske Mr Creſſy this queſtion : Is the Pope infallible 
in his expoſition nd application of the Decrees of Coun: 
cels, or no? if he be, then the Pope alone is infallible 
without a Councel (which himſelf conſeſſeth is a prope 
ſit ion ſo harſh , that Proteſtants ſhould not be urged u 
acknowledge it.) if he be not, they they have no intallibl 
Judge at me at this time, f d e. 

3. Since the preſent Romaniſts have now no Anc hot. 
hold but the Popes Inſallibility, (tor general Counce 
there is none,) and by Mr Creſſy's argument, if chere be 
no Infallibility, there is no Authority, and cherefore no 
Uaity, and therefore no Faith : I ſhall deſire the Reader 
to reflect upon the character of that perſon , who is {0 
boldly aſſetted the Supreme infallible Judge of all con- 
troverſies in Religion: | will not take it from Proteſtant 
(leaſt they ſhould be thought partinl,} but as it is draws 
by a Papilt,8 he too one uon d multit, one ſo eminent fe 
learning & prudence, and truſtineſle, that he was imploy 
ed by e Biſhops to manage that great affair 
gainſt 
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(35) * 

known book, his Journal concerning the Tranſactions at 
Rome , relating to the five propolitions controverted be · 
tween the Moliniſfts and Zanſeniſts, where it ia leſt upon 
Record in perpetuam mei memoriam, That when he ſollici- 
ted the Pope ( Innocent the Leuth)to decide that contro» 
verfie, and to that end pr, r a paper tu him. defiring 
lim td read it, the Pope (ſaith my Author) would not re- 
criur and read it, becauſe he ſaid this would engage him fur- 
thr, and oblige bim to tos great tuilet , as be knew the diſ- 
euſſiow of this matter required, even f ſuch as had applied 
them(elves to that ſtudy all their time but much mare paines 
weſt it coſt him than others, becanſe (ſaid be, they are the 
* own words) it is not my prof ſon, b. ſides that 1 am 
old, I have never ſtudied Divinity: Part.3.chap.12. And 
yet this is the ground and pillar of Truth, this is the prime 
ſabjeR of iofallibilicy , the great judge of all controver- 
e whom Scripture, Reaſon, Spitit, all muſt vaile,) 
whoſe Deciſions mult be taken tor the. Oracles of God. 
And the ſame Pope Innocent the Tenth tels this ſtory of 
a predeceſſor of his, Clement the 8. who (faith he) after 
he bad cawſed this matter (viz. the queſtion between the 
[anſeniſts and Feſwites) to be debated in biz preſence for 4 
long time by the m. ſt excellent wen, after be had ſtudied them 
bimſelf with very great care, (ſo that as be remembred,[«me 
took, ccraſion thereby to ſay , that Climent the 8 began very 
old to ſtudy Divinity,) yet he could not at laſt decide any 
thing therein, but mas fain to impoſe a perpetual ſilence upon 


beth ſides. This is the man tlat mult infallibly decide all 
controverſies, that could not decide this, and we (for. 
ſooth) muſt all venture our ſcples upon bis unerring gui- 
dance, that is not convinced of it bimſelf, and our pa- 
piſts moſt im pudently aſſert the Popes inſallibility, wha 
modeſtly acknowledged his own ignorance and inſyffici- 
ency. Theſe things I hope may abundantly ſuffice for 
the Jempliſhing of che une of their Faith, I muſt 
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now ſpeak ſomething to the eſtabliſhing of ours. The ra? 
ther , becauſe the Captain requires it in his Anſwerer, 
not to proceed in the way of Negatives, not to reſt in 
pulling down, but to aſſert what we ſhould eſtabliſh, 
Aud Mr Creſſy takes notice of Mr Chi/lingworth and his 
book, that be was berter in pulling down buildings, than 
raiſing new ones, and that he bath managed his Sword 
much more dexterouſly than his Buckler ; and that pro. 
teſtants d neither own and defend the poſitive ground 
which Chillingworth laid, nor provide themſelves of any 
ſafer defence. Exomolog. ct a. chap. 3. num. 4. 

To which it might ſuffice in general to reply, that if 
once the prounds of their Faith be demoliſhed,and their 
great pretenſions of ſupreme & infailible Authority ſub» 
verted, if it be proved, that neither the Pope, nor Coui- 
cels, nor Church of Rome be inſallible, then the Proteſtant 
Churches at leaſt ſtand upon even ground with the 
Church of Rome, and wharfoever they can rea ſo 
pretend ſor the eſtabliſhing of their Faith, will tend to 
the ſecuring of ours; and if Proteſtants have no ſolid and 
ſufficient Foundation for their Belieſe, neither have the 
ptpiſts any better; and then one 0! theſe two things mil 
follow; either that Scripture, Reaſon, and the concur: 
ring teſtimony of former Ages, and Churches, and Ft 
thers are a firme Baſis for a Chriſtians Faich independent 
ly upon the Churches Authority, and infallibitiry, ( and 
this is a certain truth, though utterly deſtruRive to the 
Church of Rome, ) or elſe, (which 1 tremble to ſpeak, and 
yet theſe deſperate perſans are not afraid to aflert,)bu q 
the Chriſtian Faith hach no ſolid ground to reſt upon, 
(i mean, without the Churches infallible Authority 
which is now ſuppoſed to be diſcarded and diſproved.) 
Now here it mult be confeſſed , that ſome Proteſtant 
expteſſe themſelves too unwarily in the point, wheret 
they give the Adverſary ſome ſeeming adyantage at 
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47 ¶ ecaſion to repreſent our Doctrine to their ignorabFand 
cr. deladed Proſelytes, as diverſified into three or four 
it } ſeveral and contrary opinions, about the judge and rule 
ſh. Þ of Faich, which ſome are ſaid co aſcribe to the dcriptures, 
bis otdert to the ſprit of God within them, others to reaſon, 
an und others to univerſal Tradition, whereas indeed all 
rd Þ theſe are really agreed, and theſe are not lo many ſeve. 
ro: ul Judges or Rules, but in all cheir places and orders do 
ad lappily correſpond to the conſtitution of the Proteſtant 
any —— ot Faith, which I ſhall make thus appear by the 

„delp of a threefold diſtinction. 
tif 1; we maſt diſtinguiſh between the Judge and Rule 
der f of faith, which the Papiſts cunningly and ſome others 
ub» nconſiderately confound. For inftance, if I ſhould 
ut” alert che Church to be Judge, or Reaſon to be the 
Judge, yet the Scripture is the Rule, to which the Judge 
the i tyed, and from which if it ſwerve, lo ſar forth irs ſen- 
dw | de muſt diſtinguiſh beriveen Judge and Juid 
2. We muſt diſtingui tween judge 4 N 
| and und bere we muſt — notice of a triple judge — 
io the triple Court, ſorum col; forum Eccleſiæ forum Con- 
Genie, the Court of Heaven, the Court of the Chatch, 
icur' Band the Court of Conſcience. Accordingly there are 
ree Judges. 7 

1. The ſupreme and truly infallible Judge of all con. 


(and fro verſies, and tbat is God and Chriſt, who apptopriates 
0 11 to himſelf to be the alone lan- giver, am 4.12. And 


** is ſo proper to God, that the bleſſed Apoſtles durſt 
t aſcrice it to themſelves, ( however their Succeſſors 
grown more hardy ) not for that we have domimos 
> your Faith, 2 Cor. 1.24. This Judge is Lord over 
both in the Church and in the Conſcience , which 
are all ſubordinate to him. 

2. There is an external and political Judge, placed 

"yy God in che Church, and theſe are the Governours 
. Ta whom 
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wg 


the reſt) to be for ever ſuſpended , and wrapt in a ney 
kin, but to be duely exerciſed , nor would he have me 


(38) 
whom Chriſt hath placed in and over the Church: and 
theſe are ſubordinate to the Supreme judge, who if 
they really contradict his foveraiga ſentence and higher 
Authority, and require things evidently contrary to the 
will of their and our Maſter , muſt give their ſub jech 
leave to argue with the Apoſtle Peter (and I tell youit 
was an unhappy accident that St. Peter ſhould furniſh 
the Proteſtants with ſuch an Argument, as would puzzle 
all his Succeſſors to anſwer, ) Whether it be right in the fight 
of Cad to hearken anto you more than unto God judge ye 
Acts 4.19. | 

3. There is an internal and ſecret Judge, placed by 
God in every particular perſon, and that you may call 
Reaſon or Conſcience, for as God hath made every man 
a reaſonable creature, and capable to judge of his om 
actions, ſo be bath not given that faculty (no more that 


like bruit beaſts that bave no underſtanding ; but ever 
where he calls upon them to judge: I ſpeak to wiſe un 
judge ye what I ſay, 1 Cor.10.15. And the ſervice 
requires of every man mult be aozich aaze'e reaſondl 
ice, Rem. 12.1, And every man muſt be ready a 
able to give a reaſon of the hope that is in him, 17 
3.15. 
by We muſt diſtinguiſh between an inſtrument an 
argument. And here lies the golden mean, by wi 
a man may avoid thoſe contrary Hereſies both equi 
ſtant from the Truth, I mean the Socinian on the 
hand, and the Papiſt on the other, whereof the for 
would make reaſon a ſoveraigne univerſal judge 
which even Scripture it ſelf muſt vaile : And ſomey 
bigh, that I remember one of them faith , If the Say 
ture ſhould (ſay in expreſſe termer\, that Chriſt i 
woſt high Cod, I ſhould not believe it ( becauſe uit 
reps 
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repiognant to reaſon” ) but ſeek ſome other ſence of theſe 
words. And the latter (the Romaniſts) would quite put 
reaſon out of office, and in rermins ſubmit to a blind or 
iwplicic obedience without any examination, whereas 
the truth lies between both. Reaſon or Conſcience is 
not an argument, (I mean in matters of Faith purely 
ſuch,) that is, I do not therefore believe ſuch a Doctrine 
ol Faith to be true, becauſe my reaſon or conſcience in ic 
felf, and by virtue oſ rational and extraſcriptural — 
ments tels me ic is true for this were to make my Reaſon 
therule and ſtandard oſ truth) but my reaſon or conſci- 
ence believes ſuch a thing to be true, becauſe it reads or 
hears ſuch Arguments and evidences from the Scripture 
$$are the undoubted nuwie:e of the Truth. And thus 
reaſon is the inſtrument , by which I apprehend the Ar- 
gument which compels my beliefe. So again, the Spirit 
of God, (as in this controverſie it is taken for the gifts or 
graces of a believing Soule} or its ordinary ſuggeſtions 
in my mind, are not ti e argument by which | am con- 
vinced of the Truth of a Doctrine, (for | may be deceived 
by a falſe ſpirit under the Title of Gods, and I am com- 
manded to trie the Spirits, and not to believe eve 

Pirit) it is the inſtrument (as I may ſo ſpeak) by whic 

Jam enabled to underſtand the weight and force of thoſe 
Arguments which are recorded (ſuppoſe) in the Scrip- 
tures, or rather, to ſpeak more properly,reaſon is the in. 
ſtrument, and God's Spirit is the great Helper and Aſſi · 
ſtant by which that inſtrument is elevated and fitted to 
diſcern thoſe linea ments of Truth whichGod hath drawn 
in Scripture or elſex/here, whence alone the Arguments 
for proof of the Truth are derived: So now the ſtate of 
the queſtion is reduced to a narrow compaſſe, and I ſhall 


a N hy it down in theſe Propoſitions. 


1. Supreme and infallible judge upon earth we know 


«py fone, and 1 hope from bat hach been ſaid and proved 
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at large it appears that therr is none, at leaſſ the p 
and Cancel and Church of Reme is none. ”* 

2. An external Political judge in the Church we wil 


lingly acknowledge and reverently eſteem, the true and 


rightiul Governours of the Church orderly aſſembled, 
and proceeding regularly in Councels (whether leſſer 
or ) are the external judge, wboſe deciſions are to 
be bighly valued, whoſe orders are not raſhly to be de- 
ſpiſed or contradicted, yet three Cautions we muſ} 
interpoſe. 1. That this Judge is not infallible, but ſub 
ject to error. 2. That this judge being ſubjeR to an 
higher Authority, and tied to an higher rule, if its deciſi- 
ons or commands be manifeſtly repugnant to that ſupe- 
riour authority and rule , they are not to be received 
andobeyed. 3. That this Judge is conſtituted by Godin 
the Church, not for the command of men's conſciences, 
but for the regulation of their actions, and for the preſet. 
vation of the peace of the Church, which is not violated 
by mens inward and unknown ſentiments , but by their 
external demeanor and ſenſible effects of them: And 
therefore this is abundantly ſufficient for the preſervath 
on of order and peace in the Church. 

3. Every mans own reaſon and conſcience is judge 
for himſelf, and for the guidance of bis own aCtions, 
dtate it in this manner, and 1 know no hurt at all in mg 
—_— a Judge; Chriſt himſelf, when be preached 
n ds the articles of Faith to the 
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'ope, | nod(which is more)refers his own doctrine to their ſear- 
ding, whichis an act of reaſon, ohn 5. 39. Search the 
wih. Feriptores. But alas this reaſon is imper ſect, and corrupt, 
and } and dim ſighted in matters of Faith, thereſore ſomerbing 
bled, | &rcher is neceſſary. Therefore 
eſler Prop- 4. That reaſon may be a competent Judge of 
re to matters of Faith, it is neceſſary that ic be aſſiſted and e- 
e der | fevated by the ſpirit of God, whereby of the rational he 
mult } is made a ſpiritual man, and co nomine a fit judge of ſuch 
ub: affairs, 1 Cor. 2.1 5. He that is ſpiritual, jadgeth all 
o 8 things. And that a man may exactly fee thoſe Heaven! 
cciſ · ¶ bodies, which are at a great diſtance from us, it is — 
upe | fary to look upon them through a Glaſſe, without which 
wel man could not diſcern many of them: So are the aides 
odio} of Gods ſpirit to belp our purblind reaſon, which without 
= +} theſe could not diſcern things aſarre off, according to 
2.1.9. 

lard [ Prep. 5. The Holy <criptures of the Old and New 
their Þ Teſtamenc are the infallible rule, and ground, and touch- 
And ¶ fione of Faith. by which, both Churches and all particular 
vath perſons are to be regulated in their Faith ard manners, 
from which all controveiſies of Faith are to be decided 
and judged , to which all are perfectly ſubordinate , by 
which all the opinions of men and deciſions of Gouncels 
are to be examined, and they that ſwerve from and are 
oppoſite to this rule, are ip/o fatto null and void, and ſo to 
be eſteemed by all Chriſtians I rather call it a rule than 
t judge, becauſe there is an /ev:9a0-< in the word, the 
appellation of judge by common uſe being appropriated 
to perſons , but it is the voice and writiog of our Sove- 
ragn Lord and judge, by which all inferiour judges are 
to be guided in abeir decrees. | 

- Propoſ. G. Univerſal Tradition rightly underſtood 
(viz, the concurring teſtimony of all Churches, and ages, 
2 and perſons in their WritingsJeſt u:) is of great aſe and 
EET” T4 lorce, 


| (42) 
force, and is the vehiculum or Channel, by awbich the 
Scripture, which alone is our rule) is conveyed to us. But 
here I muſt adde theſetoo Cautions. | 
1. Tradition, though neceſſaty to convey the rule to 
us, yet it js no part of the rule. I muſt here diſtinguiſh be- 
tween res tradita the thing delivered. & traditio rhe Tra- 
dition or delivery of it: If Tradition be underſtood 
i 1 the former ſenſe (as the Papiſts underſtand it)for cer- 
tain unſcriptural Doctrines delivered by Tradition, we 
know no fuch thing, and by comparing the boldneſſe of 
their pretetifions to ſuch Tradition, with the weakneſſe 
of their prooſs and evidences, we plainly diſcern they 
can make out no ſuch thing : But if Tradition be taken 
for the conveyance or delivery it ſelf, or for the Teſti- 
mony of the Church ſucceſſively given to the Truths 
and Books of the Scripture , we confefle it is of great uſe 
and in ſome ſort neceſſary to bring the Rule to us, yet 
(as I ſay) it is no part of the Rule. As that bread which 
nouriſheth me, it is neceſſary that it be brought to me in 
Jome Basket or other vehiculum, yet it is the Bread alone, 
not the Basket which nouriſheth me. The Water d 
ſuch a remote but excellent ſpring, which quencheth my 
thirſt, could not come to me, if there were not a channel 
to convey it, yet it is the Water alone which refreſher 
me, not the Channel. The Decrees or Acts of Kings and 
Parliament are the onely Rule by which our forreigh 
Plantations are governed, and to which ſuch as are judges 
there are tyed (yea ſo farretyed , that if thoſe Judge 
ſhould impoſe contrary commands, as for example, if 
they command the people to rebell againſt tie 
King, they are bound not only to examine their com 
mands, but to diſobey them But it is altogether neceſſs 
ry chat there ſhould be a ſhip, wherein ſuch Acts or De- 
crees ſhould — — pr harps 
er — 
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Papiſts (whilſt from the neceſſity of Tradition they infer 
thar it is a part of the rule)do apparently runne into the 
fame ſolceciſme. In a word, Tradition was not appoin- 
ted by Chriſt as a part of that ground upon which we 
were to build our rule, by which we were to try particu- 
kr Doctrines and Articles of Faith, but was neceſſary, 


tot ex inſtituto C hriſti, but ex natura rei, & from the con- 


dicion of humane affairs, there being no other way 
(without a new revelation)poſlible or imaginable to con- 
vey the Goſpel and Scriptures to thoſe that were to live 
ſo many hundred years after the firſt publication of it: 
Tradition being to us, that which Eyes and Eares were 
to them that were Eye witneſſes of his convincing mira- 
cles, and Ear- witneſſes of bis irrefragable diſcourſes, that 
is, neither their Eyes and Eares were, nor to us Tradition 
the Argument and ground of our Faith, but a neceſſa- 
ry meanes or inſtrument to convey thoſe Arguments and 
grounds of Scripture which were convincing and fatiſ. 


2. This Tradition is no Act of Authority, but onely of 
teſtimony, not at all peculiar to the Church or gene- 
ral Councels, but common to all antient Writers: Yea 
let it be obſerved as a very material conſideration in this 
point, ſo far is the Capacity of a Church from being ne. 
ceſſary to the validity of this Tradition and Teſtimony, 
concerning the great rule of our Faith the Holy Scrip« 
tures, that theTeſtimony and Tradition of ſuch as neither 
are the Church nor any part of it, but enemies to it ( 
meane Jewes and Heathens) are in ſome reſpects more 
conſiderable , according to that known maxime Tei- 
monium adverſaris contra ſe eſt validiſſimum It being 
one of the beſt Arguments(and at this day ſo urged both 
by Proteſtants and Papiſts) for the truth of the Hol 
Scriptures, and particularly of the Goſpel, that the trut 
of thoſe Hiſtorical relations of Chriſty miracles was ac- 
wavy ; e 
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knowledged by the moſt Learned Jewes and Heathey 
that lived in antient times. And by thoſe conſideration 
we may diſcerne the vanity of that triviall calumny i 
the great differences among Proteſtants about the rule 
of Faith and judge of Controverſies , whereas by what 
hath been ſaid (which is no other than the comman 
Doctrine of the Proteſtant Churches and Writers, bow. 
ever ſometimes they ſeem to differ in modo explicandi 
it appeares how all theſe ſeveral things concurre like ſo 
many Stones fitly compacted together to make up the 
building of our Faith , which (that I may in few word 
preient it to the Readers review) is this: 

The Scripture is che Object, the onely rule and ſtay 
dard of Faith, by which all controverſies of Faith are ty 
be decided and judged, the rcs credite, and the ratio er 
Andi. Tradition is the Vehicle to conveigh this rule u 
us and our times: Reaſon is the inſtrument by which 
I apprehend, or the eye by which I diſcerne or ſee thy 
rule: The ſpirit of God is the Eye · ſalve that anoing 
mine Eye, and inables it to ſee this rule: The Church 
i the interpreter(though not infallible and authentick,) 
the witneſſe, the guardian of this rule, and the applier of 
the general rules of Scripture to particular caſes, and 
times, and circumſtances, 

And things being thus ſtated(which is really the ſence 
of Proteſtants in this great poĩat, as it were ealy to ſhey 
from the confeſſions of our Charches and the Treatiſe 
of our moſt and choiceſt Authors) it is not at all diff 
cult to blow away with a breath thoſe pitiful cavils, 
whereby they indea vour to perplex the mind of ignorant 
or prejudiced perſons, leſt the light of the Goſpd 
ſhould ſhine into their minds. One thing is worth ou 
Obſervation, That diverſe of the Popiſh argument 
do wbolly ariſe from, and depend upon, either ſome it} 
— — Pooeeliene Wrigne 
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ſome falſe expoſicion put upon them by the Adverſaries; 
— In for inſtance, when they argue againſt the Scriprure 
ny of from tbe nature of a Judge, a Judge muſt hear 
rug | parties, mult not be mute, ſentence, &c. All 
what | theſe , and many ſuch cavillations are thus ſilenced by 
mos laing that which is true, that it is an «xve3acye® and ſigu- 
bow. tive expreſſion when we call Scripture 22 in- 
and) almuch as it is the voice or writing of our Judge, and in- 
ke ed it is a rule; So their Arguments againſt che judg- 
p the nent of reaſon, either haye no weight in them at all, or 
rord | £l{e depend upon a ſcandalous and untrue ſuggeſtion, as 

if the A made reaſon A in a —— 
ſtan ſence: So their Arguments againſt t irits bei 
re 0 Jadge do proceed, l Jade From & wilfull lake (for in 

heir Learned Writers it cannot be ignorance} as if the 
le v | Proteſtants ſubmitted Scripture and reaſon and all to the 
ich | judgment of the Spirit in themſelves in an Enthuſiaſtick 
» tha  20tion, which is ſo far from being true, that they try and 
ding judge of the Spirit by the Word according to Apoſtoli- 
urch call preſcription. This being premiſed , I come now to 
ick) } treat with my Captaine , and weigh his Arguments that 
erof | have any colour or appearance of truth in them. 
ant} And firſt be argues againſt reaſons being the judge of 
Controverſies ; concerning which let me be bold to ſay 
thus much, That che Papiſts themſelves do make reaſon 
judge of Controverſies as farre as the Proteſtants do, 
though both the one and other tye up this judge to a 
rule.. If it be ſaid the Proteſtants make the reaſon of 
every particular man judge, (hich indeed they do, in 
the ſence forementioned and for their own aRions)ſoda 
the Papiſts make the reaſon of the Pope or a Councel 
the judge; For when they ſay the Pope or Councel is 
the jndge of Controverũes, I would know what it is in 
dem, if not their reaſon which is the judge; as it is their 
reaſon which examineth, and hearetb, and e 
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fo fare it is the ſame reaſon which concludeth and judg. 
eth, fo that the queſtion between the Papiſts and Prote- 


Rants is not whether Reaſon be the judge, but whether 

the reaſon of particular perſons,or the reaſon of the Poye 

— wertapclell he feng 
The A es which he urgeth apainſt the jud 

of reaſon are ſo Irrational that it is ſufficient cf 

to mention them. | 4 

1, (S«th he] Reaſon muſt ſubmit to the Judge, E. 
it is not the Ju Anſw. It is true, ſupreme Judge i 
is not, but ſubordinate and tied to rule: Proteſtants aſſen 
no more. 

2. The Judge muſt be Iufallible; but reaſon is Fallible, 
Ergo. Anſw. The Major is a pirifull pericio pr incipi 
They chat help'd him to make his Book will tell him w 
ir meanes. 

3. If reaſon were Judge, a man might pleaſe God 
withont. Faith, for reaſon would teach us ſufficienth 
how to pleaſe God. A. The ſame Argument wil 
overthrow his Church: If the Church be the judge, ther 
a man may pleaſe God without faith, for the Church tex 
cherh us ſufficiently how to pleaſe God, | 

4, If Reaſon be Judge we muſt not believe what we 
do not underſtand, | 

Anſw: Non ſequitur , For this Judge is tied up toi 
Law and Rule which commands ut to believe what we 

Bur I am ſick of ſuch woful Arguments, though the 
poore Captaine hathno better. and therefore I will quit 
that work and come to that which is more material vi 
Io try whether he hath any better againſt the Scripture 
And here alfo 1ſhall do his cauſe that right as with him 
to rake into conſideration what is ſaid by Mr Creſſy in by 
Exomologeſss, which I am the more willing to do, becauſe 
enn 
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Doctrine of the Scripture alone being Judge and rule of 
Controverſies be untrue and indefenſible (as they pre · 

tend it is) we may expect the demonſtration of it trom a 

man of his wit and learning and experience in the Con- 

uoverſy, as having thoroughly conſidered all 

40d arguments ot both parties, and taken in the advice of 
the molt famed Doctors of the Romiſh Church. But 

1 muſt not diſſemble that I was wotully diſappointed in 

the peruſal of Mr Creſſy's piece, and whereas | expected 
ſomething ſolid and ſubſtantial, or at leaſt very plauſible, 
which 1 might have ſome ground in charity to believe 
might give at leaſt a colour tor bis change, | find little 
in him worthy of conderation, but what bath — 
received ſatisfactory Anſwers: Yet becauſe the cauſe 
affords no better Arguments, I ſhall briefly conſider 
what he and the Captain and his aſſiſtants deliver in 
this matter. 

That the Scripture is not the onely rule of Faith and 
Judge of Controverſies, is the Propoſition they at- 
— to prove, and their arguments are thoſe which 

w. 
Arg. 1. Scripture cannot be this Judge and Rule, 
becauſe it doth not anſwer its end, fir they that own this 
Jadęe diſagree among themſelves, Everard Epiſt. pag, 33. 
Scripture doth not reconcile them. Thus Creſſy, by tba rule 
it is impoſſible that ever Controverſies Maula be ended. Sith, 
2. chap. 4 u. I. | 

Anſw; Scripture might be (as really it was) deſigned, 
inſtituted and ordained for the ruling of mens Faith and 
the judging and decidipg Controverſies, though through 
the depravedneſs of men this end might not be obtained: 
If chis Argument have any weight in it, | may upon the 
lame ground argue thus: Preaching of the Golpel was 
not inſtituted for the ſalvation of the World, becaule it 
doth not ahſper its end, tut proves to many * 
: | v 
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of death. Or the Law of God was not inflitured by 


God for a rule of Life, becauſe it doth not obtaine ny 
end, and men will not be ruled by it. In a word, let 
it be obſerved, if this Argument prove any thing, it prova 
what the very Papiſts deny, that the Scripture is not ſo 
much as part of the rule, neither of Faith nor marners; 
for ſtill — to the preſent Argument it doth noi 
Anſwer irs end, for there is no one controverſie in Faith, 
* which Scripture alone decides ſo as to filence all differet- 
ces, which is the thing pretended neceſſary to a Judge of 
Controverſies: For the further diſcovery of the imper. 
tinency and vanity of this Argument, however it is theit 
Gcliab which they moſt boaſt of, I ſhall offer chem this 
Dilemma relating to that power of ending all differences 
among Chriſtians, which they ſuppoſe was neceſſary for; 
and by Chriſt committed to the Judge of controverſit 
Either (1ſay) that power is abſolute, unconditional and 
effeQual, and if ſo, there could be no Hereſies, Schi ſmes 
or differences in the Chriſtian World, which we ſee 
molt falſe, or it is a conditional power ſufficient of it 
ſelf for the ending of difference , though fruſtrable and 
impedible in its effects by the ignorance or perverſneſſe 
of men (which is the real truth.) And in this ſence the 
Scripture may be judge, i. e. there is enough in it ſaid 
and clearly delivered, by which all controverſies might 
be ended, if men would be bumble, ſtudious, and felf- 
denying: and in the, former ſence the Church of Ren 
in no judge of Controverſies. Peradventure it will 
be ſaid that all men are bound to ſubmit and hearken 
to all the decrees of the Church of Rome, and when 
they do ſo ſubmit, it is an effe&ual means to end all 
differences: In the very ſame manner and upon farte 
better grounds I ſay of the Scripture , that all are bound 
to ſubmit and hearken to all irs Councels and decrees, 
eee 
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d by verſes. If it be further ſaid, chat che Church hath a power 
ens | of coercion to compel diſſenters to ſubmit : I anſwer, 
les | either that coercion they ſpeak of is ſpiritual by Choreh 
ove cenſures and excommunication,Cc.or civill by corporal 
1 {9 | penalcies,dearb,cc.]1f they underſtand it ofcivil coercion 
dt is not at all neceſſary nor intrinſecal to an Eccleſi- 
altical judg of controverſies, otherwiſe the Apoſtles( who 
dad not this civil power) nay Chriſt himſef ( who de- 
nies that he was judge or ruler) ſhould not be fuch a 
e, and the Church for the firſt 300 years bad no 
judge of Controverſies : Nay, the Papilts themſelves in 
tence at leaſt abjudjcate this from the Church, and 
reſer it wholly to the civil power. If they ſpeak of a ſpi- 
ntual coercion , then the Scripture hath ſuch a power of 
inflicting ſpiricual penalties upon its violacers & contem- 
nen, ſuch as obduration, and e jection from the preſence 
and God, and ſuch excommunication as the other is bur a 
ſhadow ofit : And whether they ſpeak of one or ocher, 
ex dhe Froteſtant Judge of controverſies is not deſtitute of 
f ig © either advantage: If it be remembred that the Prote« 
and ſtants own an Eccleſiaſtical Political Judge, which 
eſſe I Judge although their modeſty will not ſuffer them to 
che pretend to Infallibility, and a power to oblige all people 
aid to receive all their - decrees though anti · ſpiritual with= 
ohe © out enquiry; and though they ſay with the Apoſtle, they 
elf. bave cheir power for edification , not for deſtruRtion, 
„ 2 C. 13. 10. and they can do nothing againſt the Truth 
vil] dat for the Truth, and though it is their advice to their 
ren people, which was the counceſ of the Apoſtle to bis peo- 
den ple. 1 Cor. 11.1, Be follower of me even as 1 alſo am of Chriſt: 
all Ter they have a power to — — and maintaine the 
cre ¶ Doctrines of the Scripture, & they acknowledge a po- 
er in the Magiſtrate by civil ianctions and penalties to 
luppreſſe and reſtraine ſuch as ſhall corrupt the Truth 
and infeR. peoples ſoules wich che poy ſon of Hererical 
f 8 Doctrine; 
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Doctrines. And this may abundantly ſerve for Anfwer 
to their Achilles or principal argument which make 
ſuch a noiſe in the world. 
| 1 — cannot be a perſect rule, becauſ 
ſome of Scripture are loſt, and it is the whole &rię 
ture which is this rule. 

Anſ. 1. Then Tradition alſo cannot be a rule, for di 
verſe Traditions are loſt as Creſy conſeſſetb, Se. 1. Ch. 
1. 5. and all che Papiſts acknowledge. 

Anſw. 2. It doth not at all appear that any one d 
thoſe Books are loſt which concerned controverſies d 
Faith, or the rule of Life, All which to ibis day hath been 
proved is this, That ſome Books Written by Holy me 

and Prophets are loſt : But it is a vaine imagination, 
without the ſhadow of a proot, that all which was writ 
ten by ſuch men was a part of Canonical or Divine 

Scripture, for we read that the Holy wen of God ſpaky a 
they were moved by the Holy Ghoſt , which inſpired then 
not at all times, but onely when he pleaſed, there bei 
this difference between tbe ſpirits inſpiration of Chi 
and ali other Holy men, that it was in Chrilt witbon 
meaſure, and without difference of time, but ia the 
Apoſtles it was a gift, confined to ſuch ſeaſons and pre 
portions as God ſaw fit for them. Is any man ſo abiurl 
as to think that every letter which a Prophet or Apoll 
might write about any private affairs was a part ofthe 
Sacred Scripture > Or if Solumons Herball were extant, 
muſt it needs be admitted into the Canon of the Sacred 
Scripture? Or how can they prove (and if they do ng 
proye it, this Argument is impertinent ) that the Hilo 
ries which 7oſoxa, or Nathan, or Samuel, or Gad, & 
might or did write concerning the Warres of the Lord 
or the Civill tranſactions of the Kingdomes of 1/rael ul 
Judah muſt needs be a part of the Canon ?- Or did tie 
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the Holy Ghoſt deprive them of their common giſts and, 
faculcies? And was the capacity of a Propbet inconſiſtent 
with that of an Hiſtorian ? or becauſe Balaam was once 
aſpired, mult we needs Canonize all that afterwards be 
ſpake,if it were extant ? or becauſe Hannah was once in- 
ſpired, 1 Sam.2. and Simeon, and Elizabeth, Luk. 1. did 
euer any man, ualeſle in a dream, imagine that all their 
afterdilcourſes were Canonical ? 

Anſw. 3. Although fragwenta auri ſunt pret:2ſa , the 
leaſt ſhreads of Scripcure are of ineſtimable value, yet we 
muſt diſtinguiſh between the eſſential and integral 
parts of the rule of Faich, every part and parcel of it is a 
choice bleſſing for our bene eſſe and more abundant dire- 
Rioo and conlolation,yet it is not an eſſential part of the 
mile of Faith, for the farre greateſt part of thoſe ſacred 
Books is ſpent in the explication of ſuch general Lawes & 
directions as were of themſelves ſufficient rite leq ueu- 
4, or the repetition of the ſame things, which mans 
dulneſſe and backwardneſſe to ſuch things made highly 
erpedient and beneficial. The five Books of Moſes 
were ſufficient to Salvation before any of the other 
Books were indicted , and the following Writings of the 
Propherz were but Comments upon them, which if 
by God's Providence they had been loſt , no doubt the 
hclt five Books would have been ſufficient for Salvation 
for that ſtate ofthe Church, So when St Matthew had 
written his Goſpel wherein the doctrine of the perſon 
and office and works of Chriſt (who is the marrow of 
both Teſtaments, and the ſole ſufficient object of ſaving 
knowledge obs 17. 3. is clearly revealed and fully pro- 
ved, I do aſſert (and let any of our Adverſaries prove 
the contrary if they can) chat that had been ſufficient 
for our Salvation. And yet it muſt be acknowledged a 
wonderful fayour from God that be hath ſo plentiſully 


provided jor us, and ſo carefully watched by bis Provi- 


cence 
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dence for the preſervation of the ſeveral books of Scrip> 
ture, that all the wit and learning of Adverſaries can ons 
ly furniſh them with two inſtances of Apoſtolical wri. 
tings which they ſuppoſe to be loſt, vic. one Epiſtle from 
Lacdicea, and another to the Corinthians. 

Arg. 3. A rule muſt be plain and clear, but the Scrips 
tures are dark and doubtful, and that in things apperti 
ning to ſalvation, as appears ſrom 2 Per. 3. 16.- things hard 
Jo be underſtood, which they that are unlcarned and unſtabl 
wreſt to their deſtruftion. Now this could not bring de 
ſtruction, if they were not bard in things appertaining to 
ſalvation. And here the Captain multers up ſeveral ne- 
ceſſary Doctrines which he ſuppoſeth not to be clearly 
laid down in Scripture, 

Anſw. The Scripture is plain and cleare in thing 
neceſlary to Salvation, as bath been abundantly evinced 
by Proteſtants out of expreſle Scripture, and conſent of 
Fathers; But that belongs to another point, and I % 
not love to mingle diſtin Queſtions together, thereſot 
to them I ſhall referre the Reader, onely I ſhall take u 
tice of ſuch aſſaults as he bath made upon this Do- 
ctrine. 

For the Text 2 Per. 3. 16. 1 do confeſſe I do not men 
wich any paſſage ſo plauſible as this in bis whole Book: 
But the ſolution of the doubt is not difficult, if you 
conſider, 1. To hom theſe things are ſaid to be dart, 
even to ignorant, unſtable, ungodlie men. When Pro- 
teſtants ſay Scripture is cleare , they do not mean it is ſo 
to thoſe that are blind, or them that ſhut their eyes, 
or have diſcoloured eyes, (and ſuch are they of with 
thoſe things are ſaid) but unto ſuch as are humble, and 
diligent in the uſe of meanes to find out tbe Truth; oat 
onely ſome paſlages of St. Paul but in generall I Divine 
and ſpiritual Truths are dark to the natural man (and 
ſuch chere is no xeaſon co doubt theſe wert) . as it 1 
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tively aſſerted by the Apoſtle S Paul, 1 Cor. 2 14. The 
natural man recei veth net the things of the ſpirit of Cod. 
for they are.fooliſhneſſe unto him, neither can he know them, 
breanſe they are ſpiritually diſcerned; and conſequently , 
iſthe Popiſh argument from this place have any force in 
it, not onely ſome parts of Scriptute will be dark, but not 
any part of it will be plaine, which the moſt impudent 
Papilis durſt never yet afferc. 2. The wreſting of the 
&ripture in any of its truths or doctt ines is ſa great a 
fin,that it may well be called deſtructive, though the do» 
ctrine wreſted be not (imply neceſlary ſo ſalvation : as 
the disbelicfe and contempt of any Truth or aſſertion 
plainly delivered by God, is confeſſed to be damnable, 
though the matter of the aſſertion be meerly circumſtan- 
tial, and not at all in ics ſelt neceſſary to ſalvation. 

3. St. Paul's u, or difficult paſſage, might be 
wreſted to direction, although the matter of them way 
not receſſary to be known, or underſtood in order 
to Salvation. As for inſtance : That paſſage of St Paule, 
All things are lawful for me, (ſcil. all indifferent things; 
for he there ſpeaks of che uſe of meats, or obſervation of 
dayes,) This I ſay is not a fundamental Truth, nor is the 
knowledge of it neceſſary to Salvation, yet when the Li- 
bertines do abuſe this Scripture, to juſtiſie tbemſelves in 
the practice of all wickedneſſe, doubtleſſe they wreſt the 
Scripture to their own deſtruction. Beſides, the mat ter 
of a Text may be of leſſer importance,and the knowledge 
thereof not neceſſary to ſalvation, and the firſt and im- 
mediate miſtake of it may be in it ſelſe inconſiderable, 
and yet that may uſher in other, and thoſe higher mi - 
ſtakes, (as we ſee error is-fruitful, and grows worſe and 
worſe,) & at laſt ends in deſtruction; as that cloud, which 
at firſt was no bigger than a mans hand, did quickly o ver- 
caſt the whole Heavens. The doctrine of predeſtination 


the Papiſts eonſeſſe is not fundamental , fince their own 
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Doctors are divided about it; yet if any man from St. 
Paul's aſſertions of the efficacy and immutability of pre- 
deſtination, ſhould infer the unneceſſarineſſe of Sanctiſi 
cation to ſalvation, as ſome have done,) doubtleſſe this 
man would wreſt the Scriptures to his own deſtruction, 
But the Captain is not contented with a general imputa- 
tion of darkneſle to the Scripture, but pretends ſeveral 
inſtances of things neceſſary co ſalvation, which are not 
plain and clear in the Scriptures: His inſtances are theſe, 
1. The nature and number of che Sacraments, 2, The 
number of the Canonical books, and that the Scriptures 
are the word of God, 3. The incorruption of the Scrip» 
ture. 4. The underſtanding the true ſence of Scripture, 
which is literal, which myſtical. 5. The number of fun- 
damental points. 6, The doctrine of the Trinity: and. 
other doctrines concerning the baptizing of Infants, and 
womens receiving the Euchariſts, and che obſervation of 
the Lords day, and the doctrine which condemnes Re- 
baptization. All rheſe (ſaith be) are neceſſary toſalvs 
tion, and yet Scripture is not plain and c ear in them, 8 
that bere are two aſſertions, and both of them falſe in 
moſt of the inſtances, and all are falſe in one of them. lt 
pitties me to trifle away time in the particular anſwer of 
ſuch impertinent allegazions , did not the weakneſſe of 
— in believing all that is boldly aſſerted, make it ne- 
ceſlary. 

For the 1. The Scripture is plain enough in deſcribing 
the nature of thoſe two Sacraments , which Chriſt bath 
inſtituted , as the Cap ain might: eahly have informed 
himſelf, if inſtead of going to K not, and Fiat Lax, &c. be 
had looked into almoſt any of our Proteſtant ſyſtems, 
or common places ot Divinity, whither I refer the Res- 
der, having ſome what elſe to do, than to tranſcribe com- 
mon places: And for the other 5 Sacraments I cannot ſay 
they are delivered in Scripture more clearly than - 0 

ther 
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thers,but I may ſay, they are /eſſe darkly, becauſe indeed 
not delivered there at all, being onely a fiction of their 
own , of which God may ſay, They never came into my 
mind. 

For the 2. It is a crude and falſe aſſertion which the 
Captain laies down, I hat it is neceſſary to ſalvation to 
believe all the books of the holyScriptures to be the word 
of God, and to believe nothing to be the word of God 
which is Apocryphal. If the latter part be true, wo to 
the Church of Rome that now is, which hath owned choſe 
writings tor the word of God in the Councel of Trent, 
which by the judgment of ſo many molt learned Fathers 
and grave Counce's, and the Church of fo many ſucceſ- 
ſwe ages have ever been held tor Apocryphal, as no ra- 
tional man can doubt, that ſhall take the paines to read 
either of thoſe excellent pieces, Raynoldut de libris Apo- 
eryphis, or Biſhop Couſexs his ſcholaſticall biſtory of the 


Canon of the Scripture,-And if the former part be true, 


then we muſt damne all thoſe Fathers and Churches,who 
{as both Papiſts and Proteſtants acknowledge)did ſome- 
times doubt of ſome books now univerſally received: 
ray farther, we mult damne all the former ages, and 
Churches, and innumerable holy and learned Writers, 
and even many of the moſt famous Papiſts themſelves, 
who did all diſown and disbelieve ſome at leaſt of thoſe 
Books, which (if we take the judgment of the Trent 


Councel) are and were a part of the word of God. The 


truth is, (and ſo it is generally owned by Proteſtant wri- 
ters) That the belief of choſe Truths contained in the 
Scriptures is neceſſary to ſalvation, though happilya man 
through ignorance or error ſhould doubt about ſome 
one book. It it neceſſacy tha: | mould believe the biſtory 
of Chriſts life and death, but it is not neceſſiry to ſalvati- 
on ſimply and abſolutely to believe that the Goſpel of 
bt. Mark (or inſtance) was written by divine inſpirati- 
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on. This may appear from hence, becauſe Faith is ſuffi. 
cient for Salvation, and faith comes by hearing, Rom. 10 
as well as by reading : now as Faith might be,and really 
was wrought by the bearing of the doctrine and hiſtory 
of Chriſt, when preached by ſuch Miniſters as were not 
divinely inſpired, ſo might it be wrought by the reading 
of ſuch things, when written by the very ſame perſons; 
and conſequently it was not, and is not neceſſary to the 
working of Faith, (and therefore to the procuring of ſal- 
vation, ) to believe, that St. Marks Goſpel was written 
by Divine inſpiration. And yet | do not aſſert this, as if 
I thought that it were not a very great fin , (eſpecially 
in and afrer ſo much light about it) to disbelieve any one 
book of the Scriptures, there being ſo many evident cha- 
racters of a Divine inſpiration upon the particular books, 
belides the general aſſertion, 2 Tim.3.16. All Scripture 
* given by divine inſpiration,and other convincing places, 
but onely to ſhew, That (which is a certain and evident 


Truth) it is not ſimply and ablolutely. and ex natura rei 


neceſlary for every perſon to believe every particulay 
Book to be the word of God, but a ſerious and praQtical 
belief ofthe Truths conteined in thoſe Books , may be 
ſufficient to ſalvation, even where there is an ignorance 
(if not wilful and affected) of the divine Autbority of 
ſome book or books of Scripture. 

3. For the third thing, the incorruption of the Scrip- 
tur, Tanſwer 

1. The Scriptures incorruption in ſubſtantial and con · 
fiderable points, beſides that it is confeſſed by the lear- 
ned Papiſts (as ] have ſhewed before ) doth ſufficient- 
ly appear from it ſelf, by the collation of one place of 
Scripture with another,as alſo by the collation of ſeyeral 
copies. And one great argument of it may be ſetched 
from(that which ſeems to thwart it,viz.)the various rea · 
ding, which learned men baye obſerved out of diverſe 
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__ let any man look into them as be finds them col- 
lected in the late Polyglorre Bible, and his own eyes ſhall 
witneſſe, that howſoever the differences of Readingsare 
numerous, yet they are not of any moment, and indeed 
the differences in leſler matters are a conſiderable evi- 
dence of che Scriptures uncorruptedneſs in great, wheres 
in the Copies do wonderfuily conſent. 

2. If the Scriptures not evidencirg its own incorrup- 
tion, hinder its being a rule, then neither can the Scrip. 
ture de ſo much as a part of our Rule, which yet is gran- 
ted by the moſt inſolent of our Adverſaries ) for ſo the 
argument will carry it, iſ there be any ſtrength in it nor 
was the ec alogue a rule of life to the ſollowing genera- 
tions of the Iſraelites, nor can the old and unrepealed acti 
of Parliament be a Rule to England. nor yet can Traditi- 
on be a Rule to the Papilts, for the Papilts not onely cone 
ſelle its inſufficiency.to evince its own uncorruptedneſs, 
but acknowledge its actual corruption in ſeveral points, 
(us bath been ſhewed before: ) nor can the Decrees of 
Popes and Councels be a rule, which beiog writings, muſt 
needs be liable to the lame imper ſections & corruptions, 
that the Scriptures, becauſe writings, are ſaid to be ſuby 
ject to: and conſequenly,there is no rule neither for P. 
piſts.nor Proteſtants , but every one may do that which 
ſeems right in his own eyes. | 

4 he pretends it is neceſſary to Salvation to under: 
ſtand which is the true ſenſe of Scriptures ; when it ĩs to 
be taken literally, when myſtically, and this (faith he) 
cannot be underſtood from ſole Scripture. 

Anſ. Here alſo both Propoſitions are remarkably falſe. 
I. It is not neceſſary to Salvation to a Chriſtian to un- 
derſtand the true fenſe of every Scripture : if it were, 
what ſhall become of thoſe Legions of pace deluded Pa- 
piſts, into whoſe devotion ignorance is ſo conſiderable } 
an ingredigat? who neither under ſtand the ſenſe, nor are | 
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—— to reach the words of abt Scripture; | 2. Tbe 
enſe of Scripture in ſundamental points is clear & intel 
Jigible, and that from Scripture, which is its own belt in- 
terpreter. And if we conſult the beſt Expoſitors; eicher 
"Popiſh or Proteſtant,we ſhall find they never ſo well un 
told ſcripture riddles, bf 1 may ſo ſpeak) as when they plow 
with the ſcriptures beiſer. Every puny knowes the colla- 
tion of parallel; or ſeemirply repugnant places; and the 
obſervation of the ſcope and coberence, and the like ae 
the beſt Keyes to find out the true ſenſe of the Scripiur, 
and ſufficient to diſcover it, unleſſe the Readers igngy 
rance'or negligence, pride or prejudice ſtand in his way, 
I will take an inſtance from the Captain himſelf of thole 
Ncriptures which confute the Arriani: Joh. 10 30. I and 
ij father are one; but (ſaith the Captain) the Arria 
will ſay t his is meant ot Onene ſſe in affection, as oha 17, 
21. And here my Captain is gravelled, and half made au 
Arriu, and becauſe he could not anſwer the Arrian, be 
concludes again, no body elſe can. But wiſer men would 
ave told him, that this Arrian gloſſe is confuted out ol 
the ſeripture, both out of the preſent Chapter, (the 
Captain and Arrias being more blind than the ſewes, 
who underſtood Chriſis meaning better, viz. That be 
made himſelf God, v. 3.) and from otber places of ſcrip- 
ture, where Chriſt is expreſly called God, h 1. 1. the 
Fe God; 1 Joh. 5 20. 41dthought it norobbery to be equal 
with God, Phil.26, And indeed the Councel of Nice (u 
I ſhewedin the foregoing Diſcourſe did confute the A. 
Fan Hereſy out of the ſcriptures, they ſaw no need of 
going further. | 
J. Healleadgeth the number of Fundamental points, 
which (faith he) the ſcripture determines not. 
Anſ. This is moſt falſe. The ſcripture doth ſufficient- 
Iy determine fundamental points: I muſt not here run 
into another congroverlie concerning the number of fun- 
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Jamentals) This may ſuffice at preſent, That the Scrips 
ture doth not preſs, all Truths with equal vehemency 
that tbere are ſome points, wherein the Scripture doth, 
though not approve of, yet diſpence with differing opini- 
om in Chriſtians : ſuc h as thoſe were concerning dayes, 
and meats,and ceremonies in Religion: and there are o- 
tber points, which it urgeth upon us with bigheſt petal. 
ties ſuch as that in feb.8.24. Iſge believe not that I am 
be, ye Mall dye in your: fins, Tome this is a rule: That to 
which. God promileth or annexeth ſalvation, is ſurely 
ſufficient for ſalvation; I care not one ſtraw for all the 
Romane Ibunder- olaps of Damnation, here l have one 
premiſe from God for my ſalvation. i am aſſured by God 
that 10 fear God, and keep bis commandement , u the whole 
duty of man, Eccleſ. 12. 13. That be that feareth God, and 
worket h righteonſneſſe, ts accepted ef bim, Acta 10.35. . That 
this is Life eternal, to know thee! to be the onely true God; 
and Jeſus Chriſt bom thou beſt: ſent , Job. 17.3. and 
conſequently it I know him, and believe in him, bis per- 
ſon,and office, and work, I may bumbly put in my claime 
for eternal life, aud have not. fo much reaſon to tear 
their curſing of me, (knowing that the curſe cauſelefſe 
ſhall not come) ad chey bave to fear the curſe of God, 
and an addition to their plagues for adding to God's 
word, Rev;22.18; In a word, the fundamentals or ſub- 
ſtantials of Religion do apparently lie in two things; the 
w and the Goſpel: the Scripture tels me thar love # the 
fulfilling of the law,Rom,1 3.10. that he that loverh C*riſt 
ſhall be loved of bis father, Joh. 142 1. that hereby we know 
that we are paſſed from death to life,  brcauſe we live the 
brethren,1 0 3.14. It tels me alſo, That faith in Chriſt is 
the ſulfilling of the Goſpel Je believe in God, believe ailo in 
me, Joh. 14.1. and thoſe things are written, that ye mig be be- 
lieve, that Jeſus ts the Chriſt the Son of God, and that belie- 
ving je might have life in his nams, fob. 203 Long — 
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aſſured vs, (it ſeems be ſhould have asked his Vicaty 
leave for it,) He hat believerhon me hath everlaſting life, 
Joh.3. 30. For my part I am not afraid to venture m 
falvation upon this promiſe: and for Popiſh comminati- 
ons and curſes, I ſhall only ſay with the Pialmiſt, Let chew 
exrſc, but bleſſe thou, Pſal. 109.28. 

By theſe things we ſee the Scripture ſufficiently in» 
formes us of fundamentals. To which I might adde the 
common ſenſe ot Gods Church, and the learned Miniſters 
ia all ages, it having been acknowledged by the moſt e 
minent Doctors, both antient and modern, both Popiſh 
and Proteſtanc, (as may be ſeen ar large in Dr Porter 
wart of Charity charged upon Romaniſto, and Mr Chilling. 
worth; Defence of it,) That the Creed, commonly called 
the Apoſtles Creed, doth contain in it a compleat body 
of the fundamentals of ſalvation for the Credenda, and all 
the Articles of the Creed are ſufficiently evidenced from 
the Scriptures, as I could with great facility demonſtrate, 
but 1 fludy brevity, - > 

But you muſt know, the Church of Rome hath another 
notion of Fundamentals, a rare notion I tell you, for you 
ſhall not find the like either in Scripture, or any antient 
Author. They make the Churches definition the rule of 
Fundamentals: That is a Fundamental Truth, and de fids, 
which the Church determines and decrees, though never 
ſo inconſiderable,and that is no Fundamental, nor de fid, 
which the Church hath not determined, though it be te 
ver ſo material.Thus to faſt in Lent,and on Fridaies, if the 
Church command it, is now become « Fundamental, and 
w any man obſtinately refuſeit, God will af wredly c- 
demon: ſuch a perſon, faith an Engliſh Apoſtate,Creſſy ſefl, 
2.ch.13.».2.though he there confeſſeth it is but an action 
lictle more than circumſtantial: yet on the other (ide i 
is no Fundamental to hold, That all men (except Chriſt) 
are conceived in ſin, becauſe the Church (forſooch) bai 
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got determined the Queſtion of the Bleſſed Virgin. Thus 
with cheRomaniſts it is a fundamental doctrine to believe 
that Paul left bis Cloak at Traas, (namely if the Church 
njoyn you to believe it, for there is the knack; ĩt is not 
fundamental, becauſe St. Paw! aſſerts it, 27.4. 13. but 
decauſe St. Peters ſucceſſor of the Church injoyns you to 
believe it:) but it is no Fundamental, that Chriſt is God, 
ifthe Church doth not oblige you to believe it. Did 1 
kay it was not a Fundamental ? I do them wrong in not 
ſpeaking the whole truth; tor ſo far are they from own 
ing it for a Fundamental Article, that they will not allow 
it to be an article or object of our Faith, without ſuch 
confirmation and in junction from the Church, as I ſhew- 
ed in the beginning of the foregoing Diſcourſe. But this 
i ſo gtoſſe a cheat, and ſuch a groundleſſe impoſture, 
wholly deſtitute of all appearance of proof, that it is a 
vanity to ſpend time in the confuting of it. If any Papiſt 
think otherwiſe, let him give us ſolid proots, That the 
Pope or Councel have ſuch dommion over our Faith, 
That Fundamentals are all at their mercy , though me. 
thinks the very mention of ſuch a conceit is abundant 
confutation, nor can any man be more abſurd, than to 
fay, That it is no Fundamental to believe that God i, and 
that be i a rewar dr of them that diligently ſeek him, (un- 
leſſe the Churches Authority command us to believe 
it, and that it is a Fundamental to believe that ( which ſo 
many of the Antients did not believe, viz. the ſalſehood 
of the Millenary opinion, or of the admiſſion of departed 
Saints to the Beatifical Viſion before the day of f 
ment, (becauſetheſe are determined by the Church :) 
And there is nothing which more eſſentially overthrowi 
the Popiſh conceit of Fundamentals, than the conſidera- 
tion of the Pillar upon wich they build it, which is the 
Churches infallible authority, as the Anſwerer of Biſhop 
Feud Piſcourſeth, whoſe great argument is this whoſce- 
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ever refuſeth to believe any thing ſufficiently propoumied ti 
bim for a truth revealed from God,commits a damnabl» ſin; 
bur whoſorver reſuſeth to believe any point ſufficiintly pro- 
to him or di finedby t heC hurc h as matter of the faith 
reſuſd to believt, a thing ſufficiently propounded to him far a 
eruth revealed from God: this is — from hence, be» 
cauſe general-Councels cannot erre. Where to ſay no. 
thing ot che Major, iyou ſee this man proves (and the 
Church oſ Rom bach no better prooſs)i ncertum per inctr. 
t, their notion of Fundamentals from the opinion of 
Cowncels infallibility : and the infalhbiliry of Councels 
baring been abundantly: evinced to be but a Chimærical 
Imagidation, I muſt needs conclude, Thatthe foundation 
being fallen, the ſuperſtructure needs no ſtrength of ar- 
gumen to pull it down. If any deſire to ſee this wild con. 
ceit bafiied, be may find it done in that excellent diſ- 
courſe of Mr Stillingſteoti, part. i. chap 2, 3, 4. 
For the ſixth particular, the doctrine of the Trinity: it 
is crut, that is a real Fundamental, but to ſay, that is not 
clearly proved from the ſcripture, and for one that pre- 
tends be was & Proteſtant to ſay thus, I conſe ſſe it is one 
of thoſe many arguments, which gives us too much oc- 
caſion to aſcribe the Captains change to any thing rather 
than to the convictions of his conſcience, or the evidence 
oſ his cauſe. Behold the harmony between Socinianiſme 
and Popery ! Rather than not aſſert the Churches au- 
thority, theſe men will renounce the great principles of 
Chriſtianity, and put this great advantage into the Soci. 
nians hands, to confeſſe that they cannot be confuted by 
ipture. But the learned papiſts are of another mind 
in their lucid intervals, and ſome of them (as Sni glecius 
have ſufficieutly overthrown the Socinian Herely from 
ſcripture evidence: however I am ſure Proteſtants have 
abundantly evinced it. Let any man read but thoſe ex- 
cellent diſcourſes of Placeus about the — 
5 [ 


r „ _ * CD CY ws * Ly] * oo 


(63) 

Chriſt before bis birth of the Virgin, and his: Divinity a 
and he will be of another mind. But this ſhewes the C ap- 
tain was prepared to receive any thing, that could ſo ea. 
fly believe a propoſition , which he could not but know 
from bis own experience to be horribly falſe , unleſſe be 
were ſhameſully ignorant 23 
7. For the remaining points, they ſplit upon the ſame 
Rocks wich the former, for there is none of the m but is 
ſufficiently evident from Scripture, 8s hath been fully 

oved by thoſe who have treated of choſe matters, (bur 

muſt forbear digreſſions.) And beſides, (in the ſenſe 
he intends) he will find an hard matter to prove their 
neceſſit y to ſalvation ; it he think otherwiſe, let hun try 
bis ſtrength. 

And this may ſatisſy the third argument concerning 
the Scriptures darkneſſe in things ſaid to be neceſſary to 
ſalvation. 

A fourth argument urged againſt the Scriptures ſupre- 
macy is, that we have not the Originals, but onely Co- 


pies and Tranflations, and theſe made by fallible men, 


and therefore it cannot be a certain rule of our Faith. 
This hath been anſwered in the former. Diſcourſe, it will 
ſuffice therefore briefly to ſuggeſt ſome few things. 

1. This argument (if ſolid and weighty) will prove 
that no Copies nor Tranilations can be a Rule to us, that 
onely che Original Decalogue , which was written by 
Gods own fingers, was a Rule to the Jewes, and conic- 
quently, that Tranſcript of it which by Gods apoint- 
ment the Prince had, and was obliged to read, was no 
rule to him: which how falle it is, will appear from Out. 
17,18,19. —When he fotteth upon the T brone, — he ſhatl 
write him a Copy of this Law in a Book, out of that which u 
before the Prieſts the Leviter, and he ſhall read therein, 
that be may learn to keep all the words of this Law , and 
theſe Srarmges to do them,By which the Reader will yo 
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Jy diſcern what weight is in this part of the Diſcourſe : 
That aCopy cannot be a certain rule, for the Princes rule 
is but a Copy, & the Tranſcription of that not limited to 
an infallible hand. When Aoſes of old tiine was read in 
the Synagopues every Sabbath day, As 15 2l. it is to be 
prefumed, each of them had not the Original of God's 
writing,yet was it never rejected irom being a rule upon 
that account. What rare work would this notion make in 
8 Kingdome,ifchroughly proſecuted? Belike the Captain 

doth not hold his Statute book a rule to him, becauſe it i 
not the Original. And obſerve the horrible partiality 
of theſe men: The Decrees of the Pope or Councel,ſup. 
pole of Trent, are a Rule and a certain one too to out 
Engliſh Papiſts, though they have nothing of them but z 
Copy and a Tranſlation ; but the Scripture cannot be a 
Rule, becauſe it is onely a Copy and Tranſlation. The 
law of God or the Church is a rule tothe hearers, when 
it is delivered onely by a Popiſh prieſt( and he conteſſed- 
ly fallible) by word of mouth, and it ceaſeth to be a rule, 
when it is delivered by writing by a fallible hand: yet 
farely the one is but a copy as well as the other, though 
made by diverſe inſtruments. 

2. The copies and Tranſlations of Scripture are a ſure 
and certainrule, becauſe they. do ſufficiently evidence 
themſelyes to be the word of God, and the ſame for ſub- 
ſtance with the Original. The incorruption of the Scrip- 
rures in ſubſtantial thing is ſufficiently evinced from the 
confeſſion of its greate(t Adverſaries the Papiſts, from 
the conſent of Copies taken by perſons of ſeveral ages, 
and far diſtant places, and contrary principles, from the 
innumerable multitude of copices every where diſperſed, 
and the conſtant jealouſy and watcbfulneſſe of ſo man 
wiſe and zealous Chriſtians, ready to oblerve the lea 
conſiderable corruption, & give warning of it, and many 
other conſiderations. All thole argumengs which are 2 
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ded both by Papiſts and Proteſtants for the Divinity of 
the Scripture, they r:ach to copies and Tranſlations: - Ia 
theſe,as well as in che Originals is the majeſty of the Styl. 
the ſublimity ofthe doctrines, the purity of the matter, 
the excellency of the deſign: To theſe as well as the Ori- 
ginals God hath given ſo many ſignal teſtimonies by the 
converſion of thouſands, by frequent and illuſtrious mi · 
racles, by the cooperation of his Spirit with them in the 
hearts of his people, and many other arguments, which 
(when a Papilt is in a good mood, & diſputing with a Pa- 
pan)mult paſs for undeniable demouſtrations of the truth 
of Chriſtianity and the Divinity of the Scriptures. And 
for the differences in Tranſlations, (either noted by the 
Papiſts,or confeſſed by any ot the Proceſtants, which the 
Captain makes a great Flouriſh with, and other Papiſts 
make ſuch triumphs at, they are ſo petite and trivial, and 
ſo lictle concerning the ſubſtance and foundation of Reli- 
gion or the Scripture, that to me it affords an unqueſtio- 
nable evidence, That our Tranſlations are unblameablein 
fundamental places, becauſe all their great wits and lear- 
ned Doctors to this day could not diſcover any ſuch mi- 
ſtakes , though they have made ic their buſineſſe to find 
them out. But I ſhall ſay no more to this argument in 
this place, having in che former part of the Treatiſe ſpo- 
ke n to it. | 

A fifth argument is taken from the ſeeming contradi- 
Rions which are in Scriptuce , not reſolveable by the 
Scripture, Hence(ſaith che Captain) Reaſon conceiveth 
ber ſelf co have this infallible demonſtration, vid. no one 
who ſpeaketh ewo things, the one contrary to the other, 


is infallible in ſpeaking, but che Scripture ſo ſpeaketh, 


therefore ſaich Reaſon the Scripture is not infallible in 
ſpeaking. Nay(he might and ſhould have ſaid)the ſcrip- 
ture is not credible in ſpeaking : and therefore ſay I. by 
the vertue of this argument the Captain mult either ac- 
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knowledge himſelſ an unreaſonable man, or an Atheiſſi 
I tell you it was good hap, That inſtead of the Catholick 


Gentleman he did not meet with an Atheiſt, for the ar ; 


gument which convinced him are indifferent ly calcula- 
ted for either Meridian. But for all choſe ſeeming contra» 
dict ions, the ſhort Anſwer is this. 4 

1. That there are no ſuch places, but are capable of 
convenient reconciliations, as bath becnalready made 
good by ſeveral learned men both Papilts & Proteltaars, 


who have profeſſedly treated of thoſe matters, and diſ- 


covered the vanity of this objection. And if it were 
granted, That there are ſome places which men have not 
yet hit upon the right way of reconciling them, that is 
no evidence of the impoſſibility of it, ſince we can give 
inſtances in others, which in former times were thought 
as inſoluble, as any now are, which the learning and dili- 
gence of aſter agef hath fully cleared from all ſemblance 
of contradiction. 

2. Thoſe ſeeming contradictions are either reconcile, 
able out of Scripture, or elſe are but hiſtorical difficulties, 
not at all neceſſary to ſalvation, The Captain ſhould 
do well to put the parts of his diſcourſe together, and ſee 
how they agree, becauſe he will nor, | will do it for him. 
The Propoſition whichProteſtants aſſert, and be attempts 
to diſproye is, That the Scripture is a perfect Rule in 
things neceſſary to ſalvation. This he diſproves by inſtan- 
cing in ſome inſoluble difficulties in matters unneceſſary 
to — But we mult pardon him, it is vitium cauſæ, 
the cauſe affords no better arguments, 

A ſixth argument is this. Scripture ij no ſuſſicient rule, 
becauſe it ij liable to diverſe and contrary expoſit iont. 

An invincible argument, by which a man may diſpute 
all Rules out of che world. Probatur.The Decalogue is no 
rule of life or manners, for the phariſees under ſtood it one 
way,Ghriſt another Aas. J. Ihe Statutes af the Kingdome 

are 
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tre no rule, for learned Lawyers differ in their expoſi- 
tions. The Decrees of Popes and Counce s are no rule, be- 
cauſe lyable to diverſe and contrary expoſitions, ſo far, 
that Gratian the Compiler of their Canon Law hath one 
entire Title De Concordantia diſcordantium Canonun , 
i. e. concerning the —_—_— of diſagreeing Canons. 
And there is thisremarkable difference between the con- 
dition of the Romiſh and our affaires: our differences 
are in the expoſition & accommodation of the Rule, but 
Popiſh differences are in the Text and rule it ſelte, ſince 
there are amongſt them not onely diverſe and contrary 
expoſitions of the ſime Canon, (which yet is ſufficient 
to rake off all their gorying over us, and to bring them 
to our level) bur indeed there ace contrary Texts; the 
decrees and ſentences of one Pope ditectly contrary to 
another, and one Councel to another, Pope Stephen nulls 
the decrees of Formoſur,the three next Popes null the de- 
crees of Stephen. & re- eltabliſn thoſe of Formoſus. Sergi- 
« the third comes atter, and again nulls Formeſus his de- 
cree. But I will tell you of a greater matter, even no 
leſſe than the Authentical Tranſlation of the Bible: Six- 
tus the 5th ſets forth one Bible 4. 1 90, not raſhly, but 
deliberately , with the advice of bis Cardinals, the A- 
ſtance of the moſt learned men of all the Chriſtian world, 
(they are his own words.) corrects the errors of the Preſs 
with his own hand, impoſeth this upon the whole Church. 
Within 3 years comes Clemens the 8 th, and he puts forth 
another Edition, not onely diverſe, but in ſeveral paſſa - 
ges directly contrary to it, (for which I reter the reader 
either to thoſe two Bibles themſelves, or co Dr ame: bis 
Bellum Papale, and the Defence of ic, where he ſhall 
find above a thouſand differences between them,) yet 
Clemens ſuppreſſeth all other Tranſlations,and enjoynes 
this for the onely Autbentick Tranſlation, & ſo it is held 
to this day. The like 1 might ſhew of Councels,as ir _ 
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eaſie to furniſh the Reader with many inſtances not of 
the ſeeming but real contradictions of Popes and Coun- 
cels among themſelves, and yet (forſoorn) the appea- 
rance of a cont tadiction muſt exauRorate the Scriptures, 
when real contradictions ſnall not prejudice the authori · 
ty of Pope and Councel;ſo true it is, that ſome may ber» 
ter ſteal a Horſe than others look over the hedge. 
The ſeventh aſſault which the Captain makes is this. 
If the Scripture be our ſole rule and judge, then it war ſo in 
the Apoſtles dajer, and if ſo, the Authority of the Apoſtles 
ceaſed whin they had done writing. 
I anſwet 1. The Conſequence may very well be deri. 


ed from the Apoſtles times to ours. The argument is this. 


Scriptures were not the onely rule, when they were ſeve- 
ral governonrs of the Church acknowledged on all hands 
to be infallible both ſingly and joyntly : Ergo, it is not 
the onely rule now, when there is no perſon nor perſons 
in the Church, but who is proved to be fallible. For this is 
the caſe at this day, unleſſe the Captain and Mr Creſſy 
and the reſt will Change their notes, and inſtead of the 
Pope and Councel combined, ſay that the Pope alone is 
infallible, wherein I defire to underſtand their minds. 
2. The other Conſequence bath not a Drachm more of 
Truth in it: For if the Scripture were the ſole rule, yet did 
not the Apoſtolical Authority ceaſe, 1t is no diminution 
to their Authority to ſay, they bad not a power ſuperior 
to the Scripture or the word of God, ie. That the Ser- 
vant was not above his Maſter , the Apoſtles never pre- 


tended ro ſuch a power, but rather carried themſelves in 


all things as became thoſe who profeſſed their ſub jection 
to the word of their God and Lord. Obſerve the man- 
ner of their proceeding in that great Councel, Act. 15. 


ſtill you ſhall find che Scripture is the rule, by which they 


guide the whole debate, and from which they draw their 
concluſion, as none that read that Chapter can deny. You 
may 
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may obſerve that an Apoſtle (and he too of ſo great Au- 
thority that be durſt reprove St. Peter to his face, Gal. 2.) 
makes no ſcruple of circumſcribing his own Authority 
within the limits of Gods words, — he repeats it in rei 
memoriam, Thewgh we, or an Angel from Heaven preach 
aj other Goſpel unto you than that which we have preached 
unto you, let him be acc urſed, Gal. 1. 8. I know it is ſaid by 
Mr White in his Apology for Tradition, that this place 
makes for Tradition rather than for Scripture, and tor 
what the Apoſtles delivered by word of mouth, not what 
they left. in Writing · To which the reply is moſt eaſy, 
Thac ſince the Doctrine delivered by the Apoſtles, either 
by Word or Writing is and muſt be conſeſſed to be of 
equal Authority (the Councel of Trent goes no bigher, 
while they aſſert, that Scripture and Tradition are to be 
receive pari pietatis affeftu ac rever:ntia , with equal 
piety and reverence ) it conſequently follows, that he 
who renounceth all pretenſions of Authority ſuperior, 
ot not ſubordinate to the one, cannot be ſaid with any 
colour of ſence to challenge a ſupremacy over the other. 
The Apoſtles had not fo learned Chriſt as they who arro- 
pete the name of their Succeſſors have: The power they 
[rome was not Autocratorical and Deſpotical, having 


dominion over the peoples Faith; and being Lords over 
Gods Heritage, but onel y Miniſterial,not for deſtruction, 
but tor edification;not coordinate, but ſub ject unto their 
Maſter and his Word. 

The laſt reaſon he urgeth is, that this opinion of ſole 


LKripture makes every man Judge who take upon them 


to read and underſtand the Scripture. f 
Aſw.1. If it be meant a private Judge, ſo far as it 
concernes his own actions; It is true, and that judgment 
(as I have ſhewed) the Scripture allowes, and enjoynes 
to private Chriſtians, & informes us of the ſad condition 
of choſe, that negleRiog their own judgment, give up 
Bt X 3 themſelves 
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themſelves to a blind obedience to their rulers(an errour 
common to the Jewes of old and the Papiſts now) afſu. 
ring us this is no excuſe nor ſecurity to them, bur if rhe 
blind lead the blind both will fall into the Ditch, Math. 
15.14. 

2. The Papiſts themſelves, however they renounce this 
principle of every mans being judge in words and ſhew, 
yet they receive it in truth, & practice upon it, and what 
ever noiſe tbey make of Fathers and Councels and the 
Pope and Church, yet in truth they make particular men 
the Judges tor their own actions. For inſtance if we 
examine the grouuds and manner of the Converſion {as 
they miſcall it) of any man to che Romiſh Religion (rake 
Creſſy and the Captain for inſtances ) we ſhall find the 
Papiſts that dealt with chem, made them Judges. And 
when the Captain yeilds to that great Argument, viz, 
Thar ifhe did not turn Cacbolick , he had no infallible 
aſſurance that the Chriſtian Religion was true, was not 
he himſelf judge of the validity of this Argument? And 
when Creſſy or others are perverted by that great Title 
of the Churches Authority to which they think all ſhould 
be ſubject, what do they but make themſelves Judges of 
this queſtion upon which all depends, whether the Chur. 
ches Authority be a ſufficient and ſafe Foundation for t 
mans Faith to reſt upon? $o if I come to any Papiſt 
who is capable of D ſcourſe, 1 would ask him whether 
he continues in the Popiſh Communion and beliefe with 
reaſon or without it? 1t he ſay, without reaſon, I ſhall 
ſorbear diſcourſing with bruit creatures: If with · rea · 
lon, I demand what it is ? and here be will enter into 4 
large barangue, concerning the neceſſity of a living and 
infallible judge for the ending of Controverſies, and 
that the Pope or Councels is this Judge. In this caſe] 
ſay, the Romaniſt makes himſelf the judge of the firſt and 
principal queſtion, upon which all the reſt Ga oh 
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whether ſach'a Judg be neceſſary,and whether the Pope 
or Councel be this Judge : As certainly as St Paul ar- 
the | goes 1Cor.6. They that are fit to judge the greater and 
tb. veightier cauſes, cannot be unfit to judge the ſmaller 
matters. 
big Fhus — gone over all che Arguments or appearan- 
ces of reaſon, which the Captain, or others for him, have 
collected & what MrCrefſy bath pleaded for any of them: 
be I ſhall in che next place proceed ro Anſwer what farcher 
Arguments I meet with either in Mr Cry , or in that 
famons (or rather infamous) piece, called Ruſoworth's Dia- 
lopues, or in Mr Whire's Apology for Tradition; For 
ke | doubcleſſe -- ſs Pergama dextra Defends peſſent,dextra hac 
he || «fe»ſ« ſuiſſent. And if men of thei? parts and learning 
nd ind ſtudy in the Controverſie can ſay nothing to purpoſe 
againſt che Scriptures being a perfeR rule, I ſball with 
2 ſecurity acquieſce in the Truth of the Proteſtant 
Doctrine. 
1 Another Argument therefore againſt the Scriprures is 
the taken from the occaſion of writing the Books of the 
nd New Teſtament, of which Creſſy treats Se. a. chap.10, 
of | And it is obſervable, that his Argument (however it re- 
gularly ought to reach the whole Scripture, yet) is onely 
(upon the matter) levied againſt the Epiſtles in the new 
in Teſtament, which (ſaich he) were never intended to be 
Written 4s Inſtitgtions or Catechiſmes , containing an A- 
ich #ridgment of the whole body of Chriſtian Faith for the 
all hole Church, for rhey wer itte onely to particular 
Perſons or Congregaticns ( wh order to communicate 
them to the whole Charch ) they were written meerly 
nd} ccaſionally. becauſe of ſome f¶ſe Dictrines, which if thoſe 
Hereticks had not chanced to have broached, they bad never 
been written: And therefore ſurely are very improper for 
a rule of Faith (which muſt be ſo true, and clear, and evie 
dent, that there can bt no rational p:ſſibi/ity of cont radiction 
5 X 3 or 


(72) 
or diverſi of opinian) and for à man to venture bis Soult 
wpen, This is the ſumme of that diſcourſe (excepting 
what he ſaith of che obſcurity of the Scriptures which | 
have couſidered before.) 7 
For anſwer, 1. Since Mr Creſhy requires it in a rule 
of Faith that it be ſo true, and clear, and fo evident, that 
there can be no rational poſſibility of contradiction ot 
diverſity of opinion, let him, or rather any other diſtin« 
tereſſed or unpre judiced perſon ſeriouſly conſider, w hat 
hath been diſcourſed in the former Treatiſe, and An. 
{wer it to his own conſcience, as he will give bis account 
to God another day, whether the Popiſh rule of Faith be 
ſo true, and clear, and evident, & c as is pretended to be 
neceſlary; or rather, whether it be not ſo dark & doubt. 
ſull, that it is not only rejected by Proteſtants upon ſolid 
and cogent grounds, but alſo diſputed and denied by di- 
verſe of their one great Doctors: The queſtion (vader 

favour ) is not this, whether our rule be ſo clear as to ad- 
mit of no poſſibility of contradiRion,(for who can dream 

Of this that ever heard or read of the Academicks, whoſe 

reat principle was to contradict every thing, and be con- 
ident of nothing?) but whether the Popiſh rule of our 
be better, whether is more true, clear, and evident? And 
this one would think ſhould not be very difficult to de- 
termine. And whether the Proteſtant rule be ſo evi. 
dent, that it may ſatisſie the Confcience and Reaſon and 
prudence of any modeſt, bumble, and diligent erquirer, 
though it may not ſilence the clamours of every bold ca- 
viller fince there have been (and probably yet are) in the 
world men ſo abſurdly ſcepticall, that they bave càvil- 
led againſt tbe certainty of this Propofition, that Two 
and Three make Five. 

2. The occaſionality and particularity of thoſe Wri- 
tings is no impediment to their being a rule, (though this 
is a notion the Popiſh Writers oft mention and vebe- 
meatly 
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mently urge upon the ſimpler ſort of men) it neither bin · 
ders their being a rule, not their being a perſect rule, 
1, Not the former, the Papiſts themſelves being judges, 
for they acknowledge it to be regula partialii, a part of 
the rule (1 tell you Chriſt is exceedingly beholden to 
them, that will acknowledge thus much, and allow him 
any ſhare in the rule of his Church.) The Councell of 
Trent in its decrees concernirg the Canonical Scriptures, 
notwithſtanding this objection aſeribes this to the Scrip- 
tures no leſſe than to Traditions, That both of them toge- 


ther are the Canon or rule of Faith and manners, and to 


botli they allow equal piety and reverence , at I ſaid before. 
Will any man ſay the Law concerning inberitances delie 
vered Nam. 27. was no Law or rule to the Iſraelites, 
becauſe it was delivered upon the extraordinary occaſt- 
on of Zelophehads daughters petition ? Or that the Law 
againſt che Prieſts drinking of Wine, when be was to go 
into the Tabernacle Levit. 10. 9. was no rule tothe 
Prieſts, becauſe gelivered peradventure upon the occaſi- 
on of ſome intemperance of Nadab and Abibu? 2. Nor 


doth this at all binder the Scriptures being a perſect rule. 


partly becauſe this Objection concernes onely one part 
of the New Teitament,z:z. the Apoſtolical Epiſtles: But 
for the Goſpels, which of themſelves are a ſufficientrule 
(though the addition of the other is an abundant conſo- 
lation, and a rich mercy.) MrCreſſy conſeſſeth they 
were written upon no ſpecial occaſion , but for the common 
bent fit of all ſi cceeding Chriſtians,as an Hiſtory of bu Liſe 
and Diath, and a ſumme of the principal points of his 
DeArine,(They are the Authors words, and we need no 
more to jultifie the Scriptures ſufficiency) and partly be- 
cauſe the occaſions , however caſual to men; yet were 
foreieen and foreordained by God to be ſuch as would 
recurre in all following Ages, aud partly becauſe che 
Apoltle extends his thoughts and inſtructions beyond 
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the preſent occaſion, upon which, or particular perſon, 
or perſons, to which he Writes even to following Ages, 
and conſequently intended ibem for rules & directions, 
not onely to them, but to others, yea to all ſucceeding 
Chriſtians. What elſe means St. Paul in charging 7. 
m thy to keep the command there mentioned - til 
the. appearing of Chriſt, i Tim. 6. 14. which St. Paul knew 
was at a great diſtance, 2 Theſ. 2. 1. if he did not include 
his Succeſſors ? The books of the old Teſtament, at leaſt 
diverſe of them were written upon ſpecial occaſion, and 
yet St. Paul bath given it under bis hand, I hat whatſoever 
things were written aforetime were written for our lear- 
ning, Rom. 15.4. and that all thoſe Scriptures are prof 
zable(to us )for dofirine,reproof, &c.-2 Tim.3,16. An irre- 
ſragable Argument that what was written upon a ſpe- 
* cial occaſion may be a ſtanding rule. And tbe conſtant 
univerſal practiſe of all the Antient Fathers & Councels 
confirming Truths or Duties, & reproving fins or errors 
in after ages from the Teſtimonies of the Apoſtolical E- 
piſtles, doth unqueſtionably evince that they judged 
tlem however directed to particular perſons or Chur. 
ches, yet indeed deſigned for a rule of the Church in all 
following Generations. 

That particular occaſions have given the riſe to ſuch 
general rules and lawes as have been of perpetual force 
and uſe, no man that knowes any thing can be ignorant. 
And that really this was the caſe, and that the principles, 
Doctrines, and Inſtructions, which are laid down by the 
© Apoſtles in their Epiſtolary Writings, how particular ſo- 
ever the occaſion might be that drew them forth, are in 
their own nture and quality indifferently calculated 
for, and equally fit to be a guide to other perſons or 
Chu ches, needs no proof, but the reading of them, and a 
reflection upon the daily praiſe of all Preachers as well 
Popiſh as Proteſtants , which from time to time _ 
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ſoch documents from them as are ſingularly uſeful in 

whatſoever age or place they live in. 

And this may ſerve Mr Creſſy's turne, for I meet with 

rothing elſe confaderable to this point in his Book. In 

the next place I hall conſider what Mr Ruſp worth ſaich 

(wbo in the opinion of the Romaniſts is #434 ov 4rret:@- 

u] in his famed Dialogues: His Arguments againſt 

the Scriprures being Judge of Controverſies are two x 

The firſt is (chat which hath been already handled) from 
the errors and corruptions which muſt needs be in our 
Bible, by Copiſts and Tranſlators : And here he ſets big 
wit upon the rack to deviſe whatever could be ſaid to 
blaſt the credit and the Authority of che Scripture. Here 
be tels us of the many hazards,doubts,and miſtakes, from 
multitude of Copies, depravations of Hereticks, the 
Jewes at Tiberias and Greeks elſewhere, miſtakes of the 
negligent or ignorant Tranſcriber, multiplicity of Tran- 
ſlations, equivocation of words which are uſed in ſeveral 
ſenſes according to the variety of times, places, and per- 
ſons, the ceaſing of chele Tongues in which Scripture 
was ritten, and the quality of the Hebrew and Greek 
Tongues: He computes how many errors probably might 
be in che Copies of the Bible, we may web allow ( faith 
he) 336 errors in one Copy, which admitted, you will 
find the number of errors in all the Copies made ſince 
the Apeſtles time fiſteen or fæteen times as many at there 
are words in the Bible, and ſo by this account , it would 
be 15 or 16 to one of any particular place, that it were 
t the true Text, (Theſe are his words Dialog. 2. 
Sekt. 5. 

When I read theſe and other things of the ſame ten- 
dency, I began to reaſon with my ſelfe: Are theſe the 
Diſcourſes of William Ruſt worth a Romiſh Prieſt ? Are 
theſe the Arguments which muſt make men Chriſtians 
or (which in their ſence is all one) Roman Carbolicks ? 

is 
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Is this the man that affected the rigour of Mathematical 
diſcourſe even in hij Controverſies, as we may perceive by 
thi work? for fo Mr White is pleaſed to telſ us?) Is this 
the Book that ſo learned, ſo ingenious a man as Mr hir 
muſt commend to the World, as that which was very ſe 
tirfattory to diverſe judicious perſons : Surely *tis à mi. 
ſtake theſe are Vauinus bis Dialogues, 
or it is a new found remnant of 7«/ian the Apoltate, 
which ſome unlucky Heretick bath ſet out under the 
name of a Romiſh Prieſt. 

May 1 be ſo bold as to aske our Holy Mother the 
Church of Rome Naw hac eſt tunica filis ? Is this thy 
ſongies voice? No fure, it is ſome Prieſt of Apollo, bid- 
diog defiance to the Chriſtian cauſe, and ſtriving to ren. 
der the Holy Scriptures contemptible and ridiculous. But 
you fee what deſperate men will do, in a deſperate cauſe, 
ratber than not maintain the Papall Authority, they 
will ſubvert the very foundations of Chriſtianity. The 
Jeſuites tell us, that in order to the comming of Anti- 
chriſt, Rome ſhall rurne Pagan: l am in part of their 
mind, and I think che turne is balfe wrought already: 
Ecce {ignum.! for none ſhort of a Pagan could ralke at 
this rate: The inſolency of the Diſcourſe, and confidence 
of the Diſputer , and the applauſe of bis party makes it 
neceſfary-chat | ſhould ſay ſomething farcher by way of 
Anſwer, 

The farſt Anfwer (which alone may ſilence this impu- 
dent Ob jection) is this: Either this Argument proves 
nothing againſt us, or it proves more than the Papiſts, at 
leaſt fuch of them as are not quite out of their wits and 
conſciences too, would have it: let us reflect a little upon 
the premiſes, and then forecaſt the Concluſion, take all his 


diſcourſe ſor granted, that by reaſon oſ the many mi- 


ſtakes, corruptions, doubts, difficulties, there is nothing 
but incertitude, that it is fifteen ro one of any particular 
place, 
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Place, that it is not the true Text, that it & 4s ridiculow 

to ſeek the deciſion of Controver ſies ont of the Bible, as to cut 

with 4 Beetle, or to knock with a ſtraw : Theſe are the 

Authors words Dialog.2. Sect. 2. Go ſay theſe are faint» 
hearted fellowes if you can: Give me theſe honeſt 
ſoules that tell us plainly what they think of the Scrip- 
tares, and bow litile they value them. Ic were an bard 
caſe if all tbe Churches Adverſaries were crafty com- 
panions : Now (ſay 1) if theſe things be true, then 
certainly it was not without cauſe, that the Papiſts fore. 
mentioned ſaid, that without the Churches Authority 
the Scripture were of no more value than e/£Eſops Far 
bles. Then Father Caſteru had good reaſon to ſay it 
was 4 Sheath that would admit any Swerd , and Pamelins 
did rightly call it « Noſe of Wax. Iſ this were true, we 
might tbrow all our Bibles into the Fire, for Contro- 
verſies cannot be decided thence,nor errors detected nor 
truth evinced, { there's nothing there but uncertainty 
and darkneſſe) and conſequently our fins cannot be re. 
proved, nor duties preſſed trom tte Scr ipture for the ſame 
reaſon , unleſſe theſe men will lay (who we ſee will not 
ſtick at ſmall matters) that the Copiſts or Tranſlators 
errors did happily hit onely upon ſuch places as concer- 
ned Controverſies ( that che Church alone might rule 
there) not at all on ſuch as concerne duties and ſinnes: 
But it this be true, bence come choſe high Char ictert 
and ample teſtimonies which the moſt learned Papiſts 
and their Councels have given to the Scripture, that they 
acknowledge the Scriptures or Bible (and they ſpake 
of that which we have) to be the word of God, as much 
to be reverenced as Tradition it ſelf : How came Bellars 


mint to ſay of theſe Books of the Prophets and Apoſtles. 
' (which we bave) Nihil notine,nibil certins,&c.5.c nothing 


is more evident, nothing more certain than that they 
are the Word of Cod, and none but 8 fool can _ 
| : chem 
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them credit: de verbo Dei, lib. i. c. 2. Whence it is that 
the Papiſts accuſe the Proteſtants of ſlaunder, for ſaying 
they exauctorate the Scripture ? How is it that they alf 
pretend che Church may not contradict thoſe very dcri- 
ptures which we have ? In my opinion the Church of 
Rome was wotully over ſeen in diſpucing wich the Pro- 
re.tancs out of che Scrip: u e or croubling themſelves to 
anſwer che Scriptuces which Proteſtants brought; for 
Mr Ruſbworth bath ſurniſned them with one Anſwer 
which will ſerve for an univerſall Plaiſter, cherefore [ 
would adviſe them thu: co anſwer once for all, when a 
Proteſtant argues againſt merit from chat Text. When you 
bade done all that you can, ſay, jou are unprofitable ſervants, 
Luk 17.10. Let them ſay it was the error of the Copilt, 
and ſhould have been, profitable ſervants. So when it is 
made a Character oftheApoſtacy of the latter times ſor + 
bidding to marry,cTim 4 3.it is but ſaying it was an error 
of the Copiſt, that put forbidding inſtead of commanding, 

(a familiar miſtake at Rome) and then I think the Here- 

ticks are pay d bome. And so when Chriſt bids the peo- 

ple Search the Scripeares , ſay the Copiſt leſt out the 

word wet, it ſhould have been Search not, for ſo Tradi- 

tion aſſures us : And ſo in a thouſand other caſes,I need 

no more than give the hint, A word is enough to the 

wiſe, as doubtleſle they at Rome are in their generation. 

In ſhort, hat do theſe men and ſuch Arguments tend to, 

but to debauch the conſciences of men, and depreciate 

the Scriptures, that if men have not ſo much grace as to 

abhorre ſuch heatheniſh diſcourſes, it is enough to make 

the Scripture as inſignificant a Writing, as the moſt con- 

1— pamphlet chat ever the World was peſter'd 

wrti 


Adverſaries of the holy Scriptures will think to make an 
eſcape ar; They will ſay all chis is tcue, chere neither is. 
nor 


1 eaſily apprehend there is one ſubterfuge, that the 
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nor would be any thing at all certain, or credible, or 
clear in the Scriptore, and the Sacred Writings we now 
have, but for the Inſallibility of tbe Church, which from 
inſallible Tradition receives them and delivers them to 
us: But I anſwer, 1. Wo to us Chriſtians, it all the va- 
lidity of the Scripture depended upon the infallibilicy of 
the Pope or a Councel. Is not this a rare piece of intel- 
ligence for Heathens , and Atheiſts, and ſcoffers at the 
Scripture? Are not theſe men worthy Pillars of the 
Chriſtian cauſe? 2. Tradition is not at all concerned 
in che _ diſpute, nor lnfallib licy neither: For ſup- 
poſe the utmoſt of what can be or is ſaid by the Roma- 
niſts in this matter viz. that by Tradition we are infal- 
libly. aſſured ſchat the Scriptures are the word of God, 
and that the ſeveral Books reputed Canonicall by them 
are indeed C anonicall, ſuppoſe I lay we ſhould take 
all this ſor granted, hat is this to our buſineſſe? Tra- 
dition (1 hope) doth not inſallibly aſſure them that the 
Copiſis committed no errors in Tranſcribing, nor the 
Tranſlators in Tranſlating. Tradition did not infalli- 
bly aſſure Sixtus the fifth, that his Tranſlation was right, 
for it aſſured his Succeſſor Clement 8. that it was cortupt 
in above a thouſand places: And when thoſe Popes put 
forth their Tranſlations it ſufficiently appears, and they 
conſeſſe it, they were not guided by inſpiration, but pro- 
ceeded in all things more humans, by collation of Copies, 
advice of learned men, as I men:ioned before out of the 
Popes -own words: And conſequently if all Copies be 
ſo corrupt that we can have no certainty from them, no 
more could the Pope and his conſultors have from thoſe 
Copies they uled, and therefore are lyable co the ſame 
uncertainties. 

2. However Mr Ry/aworty pleaſeth bimſelfe in this 
Argument as if it were unanſwerable, and Proteſtants 
were mad that did not yield to it; there is one plaine 
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evidence able to aſſure any rational man that there is 
no weight and force jn it, becauſe, alchough theſe things 


have been formerly and frequently objected agamſt the 


Scripture (for Mr Ryſ5worch was not the firſt Antiſcrip. 
turiſt) yet diverſe of the moſt learned, and diſcreet, and 
reſol ved Doctors of the Romiſh Charch(who doubtleſſe 
were too wiſe to let ſlip any reall advantage, and knew 
very well how much their cauſe needed it/do utterly re- 


ject and deny it, and together with us do aſſert the un. 


corruptedneſſe of the Books of Scripture now ex- 
tant among us, as I before proved out of their own 
wor ds. 

3. Here is not any one convincing reaſon to per ſwade 
us of the corruption of the Scripture in ſubſtantiall 
things: All that Mr R»/oworth offers in liew of thoſe 
ſolid Arguments to diſprove the Authority and purity 
of our Bible, is a collection of probabilities (which witcy 
men can eaſily multiply upon all occaſions) to ſhew, that 
errors have been frequently commitred in Copies and 
Tranſlations (which no man denies: ) But alas bow farre 
ſhort do they tall in proof, if they come to be ſcanned 
by any indifferent reaſon. That which ſeems to threa- 
ten moſt is the corruption of Hereticks, and we are told 
of the Jewes atTiberias,who pointed the Bible, when ens. 
mies to Chriſt, and thereby had opportunity to change 
the whole Text, as alſo of the Greek Herecicks. 1am 
very willing the cauſe ſhould be decided by this one 
point: For ( as it is well argued by the Aſſertors of 
the Integrity of the Hebrew Text, to whom I refer the 
Reader, ſuch as Buxrorf,and Glaſſivs, and many others) 


if thoſe Jewes have corrupted the Hebrew Bible maliti. 


ouſly to weaken the Chriſtian cauſe,certainly they have 
done it in thoſe places which are of greateſt importance 
to evince Chriſtianity : But this it is notoriouſly known 
they have not done, ſince moſt of the convincing on 
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of Chriſts deing the true Meſſiah are taken out of that 
very Bible which came out of their hands : And for 
the Greek and other Hereticks, it is very true that ſome 


of them did attempt the corruption of ſome ſewTextzof 
&ripture, but the very attempt made ſuch a noiſe in the 
Chriſtian World, and the whole Church took ſuch an 
alarme at it, that it was pi eſently diſcover d and ab. 
borr d, & they ſeverely cenſured for it, and even Papilts 
confeſſe the DoRors of the Church vere ſo vigilant, 
that there could not be any wiltull and material de- 
pravation of the Greek Teſtament , and the like may be 
faid for rhe neglects or overſights of Copiſts. TheC bri- 
ſtians of former Ages had ſuch ar-high opinion of the 
Fcriptures neceſſity and tranſcendent excellency , that 
they kept it with all poſſible care, ſuch exact acquain- 
tance and familiar knowledpe of the Scripture,thac che 
could not but diſcover the laſt conſiderable error , ſuc 
conſcientious ſtrictneſſe, that they abhorred the leaſt de 
— „and ſuch jealouſie and watchſulneſſe to ob- 
erve and ſecure that ineſtimable treaſure, that it cannot 
wich any probability be imagined that ſubſtantial cor- 
ruptions ſhould come into the Texts, and much leſſe 
can the contrary poſition be taken for demonſtra- 
tion. 

4. As there is no cogent reaſon to argue the Bible: 
corruption, ſo there are tufficient evidences of its incor . 
ruption{: Some ] have now mentioned, to which may be 
added the generall Inconſiderableneſſe of thoſe various 
lections (which Popiſh Writers triumph ſo much in) the 
ſameneſſe for ſubſtante in all the citations of Scripture 
in Authors of diverſe Ages, and diſtant places, and ſeve- 
rall languages, the acknowledge d incorrupredneſſe of fe- 
verall other Authors (as to materiall point notwithſtan 
ding all che different readings) which yet were not read 
with that diligence aud obſeryation, nor received — 
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that yeneration,nor kept with that Religion, nor watch 
ed with that jealouGe, nor were the corrupters of them 
terrified with ſuch threatnings, nor mens own intereſts 
ſo deeply concerned in the conſervation of their purity, 
and conſequently were farre more liable to errors or vio- 
lations chan the Scripture : To all which may be added, 
that (which alone is ſufficient ) even the Providence and 
goodneſſe of God, which as it mercifully gave theſe ex- 
cellent Writings for mans conduct to eternal bliſſe, ſo 
it gives us juſt ground for a comfortable and confident 
expectation that it would preſerve them to our uſe, and 
not ſuffer theſe (Holy Writings ) to ſee corruption, 
This is ſo material a conſideration even inthe judgn ent 
of our Adverſaries, that it is their principall Argument, 
and urged by them with greateſt vehemency and p/auſy 
bilicy for the Churches Authority and Infallibility , be- 
cauſe ( as they pretend) it doth not conſiſt with the 
providence and goodneſſe of God to leave his Church 
without an Infallible guide, ſo that both Papiſts and 
Proteſtants own the ſolidity of the Principle, and differ 
onely in the application of ir, whileſt chey urge ic for the 
infallibility ot the Pope and Counceil(which as you have 
ſeen their own Aucbors are not ſatisfied in) and we urge 
it for the Inſallibiſity and incorruptibility of the <crip- 
— (which all Proteſtants and diverſe Papilts aſ - 
ert.) 


'Tbus I hope I have fully ſatisfied that firſt Argument. 


The o her Argument which Mr Ruf orth ſuggelts 
is taken from the nature of the Books of Scripture: If 
4 law were to be given in Writing it muſt be thus; Firſt, 
the common things muſt be commanded, then by drgries they 
muſt deſcend to particulars , till oblerving that ſeverall 
matters ſhould be under ſeveral Chapters or div ſions, and 
not one piece here, another there, and things, muſt be plaine 
and diſtint ; From which it it evident enough that the 
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Feripture was never intended for a Law er pudg of Contero- 
verſies becauſe the book, ts ſo large aud ſo many lag; ng- 
led unappertaining to the (ubſtance of our beliefe, as YA 
cal, Epiſtular, Myſtical, and ſo many repetitions, and laſtly 
it is left to a meer conjett ure what may be the meaning of it. 
Thus Ruſb wort h Dialog. 2 ſect. 2. | 

Is this the Mathematical man? Is: this the rigour of 
Mathematiks? This is enough to make a man ſorſweare 
the ſtudy of che Mathematicks, if it produce no better 
Demonſtration. We poor Proteſtants may well be con- 
tent to ſubmit to the Lawes of theſe men, for you ſee 
they give Lawes to God himſelf, and it is already en- 
ated in the Conclave of Rome, that if Gud do not ſpeak 
in Mood and Figure be ſhall not be heard; and tbatif 
he put forth any Law- book wherein he doth. not rigo- 
rouſly obſerve che orders and methods of aSyſteme , it 
ſhall not be received. Believe me it was a good turne 
that Mr Cowel writ his Inftitutiones Fur Anglicans , 
wherein he reduced the Engliſh Lawes to a method, for 
elſe woe had been to our poor Statute-books,and all Re- 
cords of our Lawes , for as ſure as a Cub they had been 
yoted to be no Lawes, nor Judges of Controverſies be- 
tween men and men, for ſo ſaith our Theological Exclide 
that ſcornes to ſpeak under a Demonſtration, for we 
know how much more large a book they make then the 
Bible,and how many things are mingled unappertaining 


to the ſubſtance of our Eltates & Lives &c. The ſumme 


of the Argument is chia , The Scripture was not inten» 
ded for the Law, becauſe it is ſalarge, ſo miſcellaneous, 
ſo ſull of repetitions &. Shall I need to ſay any more 
for the anſwer of ſuch. an Argument, wherein there is no- 
thing evident but the Diſputers confidence, and the Pa» 

pilts credulity, and the deſperateneſſe of their cauſe. 
Anſ. t. Iſ chis Argument hold, the Old Teſtament 
or the Pentateuch was no _ * Jeiwmg Be 
thu 
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this is falſe, and it was a Law to the Jewes, Ergo the 
principle is falſe from which ſuch aconcluſion is deduced: 
The Major I prove from his own words, and beſides he 
particularly diſputes againſt the Old Teſtaments being a 
Law, The Minor I bope tall eaſily prove: where, to 
prevent Equivocation or miſtakes , take notice 1 med - | 
dle not with the ambiguous terme of JUDGE, we | | 
are now diſputing, whether it were a Law; Nordol || |, 
meddle with that queſtion , whether it be a Law to us, 
dut to the Jewes. This then | aſſert, that che Old Teſta. | 
ment {notwithſtanding this objection) was a Law to the f| | 
Jewes, and a man would think the very mention of the ; 
 Propofition ſhould cut off all neceſſity of proof, it is ſo f| | 
abſurd and portentous a thing to Chriſtian cares to bear 
foevident end received an aflertion queſtioned: 1 prove } | 
it onely by this Argument; That book by which both } | 

ople and Priefls, and Princes of the Jewes were to be | 
guided, and ruled, & commanded in their Decifions,was | 1 
certainly a Law to them, But ſuch was the Old Teſta- , 
ment. I. For the people it is plain: Ibey are commanded f 
to obſerve to do all the words of this Law that are written } , 
in this Book, Deut. 28, 58. And Moſes makes bold to 
call it a Law-book, notwithſtanding all the mix - |} 
tures, repetitions, &c. and a curſe is pronounced to I . 
every one that continued not in all things written in the} x 
Book of the Law to do them, Gal. 3.10. andfor the gu- yy 
dance of the people, choſe books were to be read by or 
to the people, Dewr.31.9.foſ.8 35. Neb. 8. and diverſe ,1 
' Other places. 2. For the Princes it is no leſſe evident 
that it was a Law and rule to them, Jeſ. 1. 8. This Book , 
of the Law ſhall not depart ont of th; mouth, but thou ſhalt (; 
meditate therein day and night, that thou mayeſt obſervi 
to do according to all that is written therein, And Den 
17,18, 19. When he ſitteth wpon the Throne=he ſhal 
Write him a Copy of this Law in a book out of that whic 
10 
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be J 4 before the Prieſts, the Levites,and he fall read therein all 
the dayes of his life, rhat he may learn to fear the Lord,—to 
be keep all the word: of thi: Law and theſe ſtatutes to do them. 
62 | Thus it is undeniable, it was a law both to Prince and 
to people, and chat is ſufficient to overthrow the whole ar- 
eds gument. But I adde 3. it was a Law to the Prieſts too. l 
We | do not now diſpute whether the people were ablolutely 
ol } ryed to follow the Prieſts deciſion, (1 chink th6contrary 
us, } bath been ſufficiently evidenced, )but my preſentaſſerti- 
da. on is onely this, The of Scripture were a law to the 
the J prieſts, by which they were to be ordered and :ed 
in their proceedings. The ſentence which thePriefts were 
$ fo to pronounce, it mit be the ſentence of the Law, Deus. 17. 
eat 11. and the Prieſts are oft cenſured and condemned 
ove 8 for neglecting or tranſgreſſipg the Law, which" plainly 
ſhewes it was the law and rule of their proceedings.” 

de A. ca. But whac ſhall we ITS Papifts themſelves 
deny their owt! Concluſion, which here they endeavour 
ſta- tanto molimine to prove? You will ſay we have ittlereas. 
ded } fon to believe thoſe that do not believe thernfelves,or to 
aten affent to that Concluſion which they deny. Ta make 
dito good this, you muſt remember the queſtion is not about 
nx* } the judge, properly ſo called, but about the Rule or Law» 
to to which we ſuppoſe the Judge to be tyed t for if-zhe 
1 the Scripture had been compiled in the forme of a law witd 
gui: ¶ the greateſt exquiſiteneſs, this would not have ſati 

Lor our Maſters the jeſuites, dut there muſt have been ano. 
erſe ther, & that a living Judg of controverſies. This iſed 
thus proceed: Either they of the Church of Rome have 
« Law, by which they regulate all their Decrees and de- 
ciſions, or they have none: if they ſay, they have none, 
then they act lawleſly & arbitrarily, and we have found 
Antichriſt by bis Characters 4%, or lawfeſſe,2Thel. 2. 
dut if they ſay, (as they all pretend and proſeſſe } they 
are guided by a Law, hen enquire, what that * ? 
141 e 
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Here it is true they are divided, while Come make the 
judgement of the antient Church and fathers their law, 
others the Popes Decrees, others the Acts of Councels, 
dut all of them pretend ſome Law or other, and which 
opinion ſoever of their Church they take ſor they have 
gaod choice,,) either their argument bath no fore againſt 
the Scriptures being our Law, or it equally militates a+ 
gainſt their own Lawes. As, for inſtance,it they make 
ide judgment of tbe Fathers their Law, are they not lya- 
ble to the ſame exceptions with the Scriprure., of large- 
neſſe aliene mixtures, cepetitions, c. And che like may 
be ſaid of Pope's Decretals, and the Acts of Councels, 
(which they generally pretend to on as their Law:) & 
it is no leſſe true of, Tradition. of the largeneſſe whereof 
one may ſay. (as was formerly ſaid of Livy,) Yuas mea 
v tots, Jibliot beca capit » for according to the eſtimate 
which a lgarned Author of their own makes, (Charron by 
name, t aer iz but i nima pars veritatit revelate, 
the leaſt part of revealed Truch. He that pleaſeth may 
ſee good ſtore of them collected by that great terror of 
the Papiſts, Menlin, in a Treatiſe of his in French, con. 
' cernivg.Tradicions, Nay (to put all ont of doubt) theſe 
very men that argue at this rate, though they do not 
aequieſqe in the Scripture as a Judge, yet they do os it 
for a Lay ; they conſeſſe the word of God is their Rule 
aud Lam onely they male as I may ſay) this law to con» 
fiſt of two Tables, the written and unwritcen Word, 
which you ſaw the Councel of Tre t receive with equal 
piety and reverence.) Now certainly they that ſubſcribe 
to this (as the Papiſts generally do,) they own the Scrip- 
ture for a Law, though not for a compleat and ſufficient 
Law: nor doth the inveſting of Tradition with the quali- 
ty ot a Law,develt the Scripture of it any more then the 
addition of new Acts of Parliament doth detogate the 
eee 
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ſlatutes, that ĩs, not at all. Much more mighr'be ſaid to 
ſhew the folly and abſurdity of this argunent, but if I 
ſhould ſpend more words about it, I ſhould both queſti- 
on my own, and too groſly diſtruſt the Readers diſcre: 
tion. ; 

And now having done with the Mathematicks, let us 
come to the poſiticks, the teſt argument the Church of 
Rome hath. Politick Mr White, who ſeeing their ſcrip- 
ture arguments in the fuds, and for the Fathers pla mi- 
nantia pilis, comes in to ſuccour a falling cauſe with poli- 
tick conſiderations, and moral con jectures, and fine · ſpun 
probabilities, No man can deny that it was politickly 
done, when they ſaw their Church could prove nothing, 
to aſſerc, that her bare ſaying was lufficient, that the te. 
ſtimony of the preſent C hurch , that ſhe bolds nothing 
but what ſhe bath received from Chriſt and the Apoſtles, 
is ſecurity enough for a Chriſtian Faith. But this notion 
] have largely examined & ] hope Mr V hite will abate 
ſomet hing of his confidence in it; therefore I have no. 
thing to do here, but to conſider what he alledgedagainſt 
the ſcriptures being a Rule or Judge of Controverſies, 
and {excepting what bath been before diſcuſſed) I find 
onely one Argument that can pretend to merit any con- 
fideration, and it is delivered by him pro more with great 
confidence and contempt of his Adverſaries. When the 
Proteſtants ask the queſtion , as well they may, cannot 
the Bible make it ſelf be underſtohd as well as Plato and 
Ariftor/e? (a queſtion which all rhe wits of the Romane 
Church, not exclading Mr FP bite, were never able to 
anſwer,) and tbence inferre that the Scripture is ſoffici- 
ently intelligible, and able to decide Controverſies, Mr 
Vbites anſwer & argument againſt the Scripture is thi-s 
That this d-pends upen a moſt falſe ſuppoſition, vic. that the 
Scripture Was written of thoſe controverſies which now art: 

#hercgs it is a-moft frameleſls propoſition to ſay,theſcrigr ur # 
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were write the contraverſies leng aſter their date ſprung, 
up in the CHMiſl ian world; beginning from Geneſis to the A- 
pocalypſe let th:m name one Buck whoſe Theme « any now 
| controvyrted point between Proteſtants aud Catholicks, Apo- 

logy — Tradition, fiſteenth Encounter. And conſequent- 
ly the Scripture is no fit Judge for our Controverſies. 
Ibis, you muſt know, is the argument of another Mathe- 
matical Papiſts, who cries out of Proteſtants for reſting in 
probabilities, yet can ſarisfic himſelf(or at leaſt pretends 
to do ſo) with ſuch abſurd & improbable ratiocinations. 
O the power of prejudice or intereſt : (tor 1 cannot tell 
which it is that blinds ſuch men as Mr Mhite.) Be of good 
chear, proteſtants, the Papiſts a re upon their laſt legs: you 
ſee their arguments run very low. 

The Anſwer is this in ſhorc,ſfor truly it needs no long 
nor laborious reply, bow much ioever Mr White is con- 
ceiced of it.) It is not a moſt ſhameleſſe but a moſt 
ſnameſull propoſition , to ſay the Scripture is unable to 


decide any of choſe controverſies, which are ſince ſprung - 


up in the Chriſtian worids. Is there any Freſhman in the 
Uaiverſity ignorant of this, that Nectum eſt index ſui & 
eb!iqus, that the aſſertion of a Truth is ſufficient for the 
Confuration of all contrary errors, vbereſoever or wben· 
ſoever broached. I may ſay to Mr White, as they did to 
e Moſes; Wilt thow put out the eyes of theſe men? Doth Mr 
White think his Readers would have neither wit nor con- 
Tcience ? lask whether thoſe paſſages of Scripture, In the 
beginning was the werd, and the word was with God, and the 
word was God, Foh.1.1. whow over all God bleſſed fo ever, 
Rom.9'5 This is the true God andeternal life, 1 Fob. 5.20. 
Before Abrabam was 1 am, ob. 8. 58, do not folidly and 
ſufficiently confute the late (pcung Sociniay Htreſie, and 
prove Chriſt's Divinity and prz-exiſtency betore bis In» 
carcation ? If be ſay no | will promiſe him hearty thanks 
(rhough not from Chriſt,nor peradyenture from his vi- 
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car, yet )yet from all the Socivians in the world, and then 
be would do well to anſwer what Placaus & other of the 
Proteſta ats, or rather ( as a demonſtration of the unity of 
tze Romiſh Church) what Smig/ecixe, and others of bis 
brother-Romaniſts bave — from thoſe places or elſe 
et bim give us the reaſon, why his Brethren ſhould play 
the Knaves, and own and urge thoſe things for ſolid ar- 
guments, which they did not think ſo. Ii he ſay, yea, then 
down falls all this goodly ſtructure, and Mr Mhite mult 
ſeek for a new prop to declinino Babel, and Scripture 
is not unable to decide Controverſies of a later Date. Yet 
again: I will prove Jeſus C briſt was not of Mr White's 
mind, for he thought Scripture (yea even ſuch parts of 
Scripture as were not written upon thoſe Themes or 
controverſies, nor deſigned againſt thoſe errors) able to 
decide ſupervening Controverſies. Thus be conſutes the 
Phariſaical opinion about Divorce, from a Text well nigh 
as old as the Creation of the World;even the inſtitution 
of marriage, Aatth. 19.4.5. 6. So be conſutes the error 
of the Sadduces againſt che re ſurrection, from a Scripture 
long before delivered, (and ſuch an one too as ſeemed to 
have no reſpe& at all to ſuch an Hereſy ) Mat.22.29,30, 
31,32, May it pleaſe this worthy Gencleman to give us 
leave without offence to prefer our Saviour's opinion 
fore his. 1 am aſhamed co ſpend time in conſuting ſo 
ſenſteſſe a cavil , but that the reputation of an Author 
ſometimes makes Nonſenſe paſſe for an Argument) I 
need onely adviſe the Reader to read over the New Te. 
ſtament, and (if he have either reaſon or conſcience it is 


impoſſible be ſhould be of Mr Whites mind. Did not te 


Apoſtles decide that controverſie 4s 15. ſrom antient 
Scriptures, and from ſnch places as ſeem as irrelative to 
the matter debated, as any which are urged by any con- 
ſiderable Proteſtant againſt the Popiſh errors? Andwhy 
then may we nor tread in their (teps? wby may nat 2 
| _— 7 WE Pro- 
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Proteſtant as well conſute the opinion of Juſtification by 
works (in the Popiſh ſenſe) from that Scripture we con- 
clude we are juſtihed by Faith without the works of the 
Law, as St. Pari might and did confute the ſame doctrine 
(when held by the Jewes) from that paſſage of Davids, 
Bleſſed ir the man whoſe iniquities art forgiven, Rom. 4. 
If theſe words long before delivered, Thou ſbalt worſhip 
the Lord thy God, and him onely ſhalt thus ſerve, Dent 6.13, 
were ſufficient to decide the controverbe berween Chrilt 
and the Devil, to conſute the opinion of Devil- worſhip, 
why may not the ſame words as urged byChrilt be as ſuſ- 
ficient to decide the controverſie between the Papilts & 
us, to conſu: e the opinion of Image-worſhip ? But Iam 
not at leiſure to tranſcribe all the Ne Ieſtament. l can- 
not think of Mr. White (is it is ſaid of many Popiſh Do» 
ctors) that he never read over the bible, but 1 would de- 
fire him once more to read it, & to put on his ſpeRacles, 
and then tell me if he be till of the fame mind. If ibis will 
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from expreſs Scriptures,or (which is all one) from genu- 
ine conſequences evidently deduced from them. Nor 
doth it matter at all co ſay, the Scripture ſpeaks not ofthe 
controverſies at large, ſince it is by all acknowledged, that 
every part and parcel of Scripture is Canonical and Au- 
thenticall, and che Papiſts make this the difference be- 
tween the Divinity of che Scriptures and Conciliary De- 
crees; that theſe are Divine in the main Concluſion, buc 
not in che premiſes or mediums, but the Scripture they 
ſay is Divine in all, every verſe,every word being Divine, 


and conſequently if but one verſe of Scripture ſpeak a- 


gainſt an error, it doth as ſolidly (though not ſo fully) 
conſute that error, as if a whole Booke were written a. 


gainſt it. For inſtance : that Text, This is the true God, 


ii the ſenſe of the words be agreed, (and if they be nor, 
it would do nothing, though an whole Epiſtle were writ. 
ten about it, and ſo farre there is no difference) doth as 
ſubſtancially conſute the Socinian Hereſie in that point, s 
a larger Diſcourſe upon it would do; and therefore Mr 
White's argument is empty and ineffectuall, and muſt go 


aſter its fellowes. And ſo all their arguments of any note 


againſt che Scriptures being Rule or Judge of controver- 
ſies are I hope ſufficiently anſwered, and the Proteſtants 
doctrine or Truth of Chriſt,viz. the Scripture is a ſuffi- 
cient rule or judge of Controverſies, ſtands l ke a Rock, 
at which their Waves are daſhed in pieces. 

And now I mould come to the other part, by poſitive 
Scriptures and arguments to prove the Scriptures autho. 
rity and ſufficiency, but this is fully done by many lear- 
ned Pens, onely becauſe our principal arguments for it 
are aſſaulted by the Adverſaries I now have to do with, 
I ſhall cherefore conſider their pretenſions againſt theevi. 
dence of thoſe places alledged by us ia defence of the au- 
thoriry and ſufficiency of the Scriptures, for Iam forced 
by chem (againſtwy own deſire and inclination) 1 


(92) | 
found theſe two heads , and treat of them together. 1 
know there are ſeverall Text rightly urged by the pro- 
teſtauts, and vainly cavilled by rhe Papiſts: but becauſe 


the handling of this;,point was not my firſt nor is my main 


deſign at preſent, and one ſolid argument or convincing 
Scriprure is as good as a thouſand, and both parties are 
upon the matter wi ling their cauſe ſhould ſtand or fall 
by the verdict of one place, as it doth, or doth not con- 
vincingly prove the ſufficiency of the holy Scriptures, and 
becauſe above all places theRomaniſts moſt eagerly com. 
bate this, 1 ſhall tberefore more largely inſiſt upon it, and 
clear up the force and evidence ot it, notwithſtanding 
all the clouds they caſt before it. 8 

The place is 2 Tim. 3. 15, 16. From acheild thou haſt 
known the holy Scriptur:s, which are able to make thee wiſe 
unte Salvation through ſaith which i in Chriſt }rſus, All 
Scripture # given by inſpiration of Grd, and is profitable fur 
defrine, for reproof, for corrett ion, for inſiruftion in righte« 
ovfneſſe,that the man of God may be perfett,thraughly ſurui · 
ford to all good works. 

Tojngenuous and diſ-intereſted perſons the very rea- 
ding of theſe words is a ſufficieat confutation of the po- 
piſh opinion: but tyat you may ſee the Romaniſts have 
(if no. conſcience, yet) ſome wit, they are able to darken 
the cleareſt Texts, and to perplex what they cannot an- 
ſwer. Our arguments from this place are plain and co- 
gent. 1. That which can make a man wiſe unto Salvati- 
on is ſufficient for Salvation. 2. That which is ſufficient 
for the conferring of all thoſe things which are neceſſary 
to ſalvation, is ſufficient for ſalvation: but ſo is the Scrip- 
ture. For there are but two things neceſſary to ſalvation, 
viz. knowledg of the Truth & practice of righteouſneſs 
and bolineſſe: and4or both theſe the Scripture is ſaid to 
be ſufficient. 3. That which is ſufficient for a man of 
are 


+ 
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Chriſtian : but ſo is the Scripture : Prgo: 
zut let us ſee what our Adverſaries pretend againſt this 
evident place; Except. 1.1t « able indeed, hut that it through 


nb, Exit is not of it ſelf ſufficient, ſairh our Captain. 1. 


heaks Hor of making Timothy 4 Chriſtian by the Bible, 
(bnce it ſuppoſethTimothby's being already made C hriſtian 
V Paul's inſtitutions viva voce) but it ſpeaks of the perfett- 
ing of his faith, nat the firſt choice of it: as this faith ij a le- 
lief Chriſtian verities delivered by Oral Tradition, ſaich 
Mr Creſſy ſect 2.cap.6. And conſonantly to him Mr White 
thus gloſſeth upon the place: The Scriptures will contri- 
bute to thy ſalvation, ſo that thou underſtand them according 
to the faith of feſus Chriſt, which I have orally delivered 
#»to thee. Apology for Tradition,Sixteenth Encounter. 

Anſ, 1. The neceſſity of Faith is no argument of the 
deripture inſufficiency. The Scripture is ſufficient, i. e. ia 
genere ob jecti, in reſpect of the object, or Doctrine; or reve- 
lation, and yet Faith is neceſſary in genert inſtrumenti, as 
an inſtrument, (for it is plain enough, the faith he ſpeaks 
of is the grace, not the Doctrine of Faith.) By this Argu · 
ment Scripture and Tradition together were no perſect 
rule, for both will not make a man wiſe unto ſalvation 
otherwiſe then through faith. 

Au. 2, It is falſly ſuppoſed, and can never be proved, 
That the Faith here ſpoken of is the fades que creditar, or 
the dgctrine of Faith, not fides qua creditur, or the grace 
of Faith, and that by Faith are here intended Chriſtian 
Verities, delivered by Oral Traditien from St. Paul, or 
the other Apoſtles : and this Suppoſition is the Baſis of 
their Anſwer. The contrary ſufficiently appears from 
diverſe conſiderations. 1. This contradicts the Apoſtles 
ſcope,whbich apparently is to commend the Scriptures, as 
able to make wiſe to Salvation c. But this were no com. 
mendation at all to ſay, they together wich ſuch Chri- 
Brew ore lnfſicrns for lelvacionfar accarding oo 
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this argument it might be ſaid of any one verſe in all the 

Old Teſtament, what is here ſaid of all the Scriptures eic. 

That that Verſe together with Faith, i.e. with the. Chri- 

ſtian verities delivered by Oral Tradition, is ſufficient for 

Salvation, which no Papiſt will deny: and therefore that 

Anſwer is abſurd. 

2. Timoths faith here ſuppoſed, is of the ſame kind 
with the Faith of his Mother and Grandmotber, 2 Tim, 
1.5.When I call to remembrance the unfcigned faith that it 
in thee, which dwelt firſt in thy Grandmother Lois, and thy 
mother Eunice. Was the faith of his Grandmother to the 
Chriſtian Vetiries delivered by Oral Tradition from the 
Apoſtles aſter ſhe was dead? 

3. It is not ſaid, The Scriptures are able--with the faith, 
but through the ſaith, not os xx, but he mavs, which 
plainly ſhewes , that this Faith is not another object di- 
ſtinct from the Scriptures, but an inſtrument to apply the 
Scriprures; eſpecially if we conſider a parallel place, Heb. 
4.2. The word preached did not profit them, not being mixed 
with ſaith, i. e. with the grace of Faith: for none can be ſo 
ſenſeleſſe, as to think they! were damned for want of oral 
Tradition. 

4. The faith here ſpoken of is together with the ſcrip- 
tures ſufficient for ſalvation, and ſo is the grace of faith: 
But the Dogmatical belief of Chriſtian Verities-deliver'd 
by Tradition, together with the ſcriptures, is not ſuffici. 
ent for Salvation,as the Papiſts confeſſe: E. the grace of 
Faith is the thing bere ſpoken of. 

5- The Faith here ſpoken of is a thing diſtin and to- 
tally diflering from the Scriptures, and not at all coinci- 
dent with them. But the Chriſtian Verities or Traditions 
delivered by theApoſtles were not things ſo different, but 
coincident with the Scripture, as evidently appears from 
A: 26.22. where Fe. Paul in termini: proteſſeth, be ſaid 
(reached) novesrber chingr,thay theſe which the Prophets 
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and Moſes did ſay ſpould come, But 1 would- have you to 
wit, that the Church of Rome knew what Paul Preached 
better than bimlelf. a plain evidence of their Infallibilcy. 
Exc. 2. By thu uf the Scripteres of the Old Te- 
famens (for of them be 1 — ſuffices for ſalvation, 
and ſo the New Teſtam:nt # not neceſſary. So the Captain 
729. and Creſſy «bi /a;ra. a 

A4. 1. It is very true, the Scriptures of the Old Teſta» 
ment were in thoſe times ſufficient for ſalvation ; Ibis 
appears from the place now cited A#s 26.23, compared 
with A: 20 27, where S. Paul ſaith, be delivered the 
whole counſel of Gode Hence 1 argue: The whole counſel 
of God was delivered by St Paul, and is ſufficient for ſaly 
vation: but all that St Paul delivered was is Moſer and 
in the Prophets, At; 26.22. If the Old Teſtament was 
deficient in any doctrine it was that which the New Le- 
ſtament ſeems to ſupply, viz. the doctrine of Chrilt, and 
yet the Old Teſtament was ſufficient to teach Chriſt; for 
ic did both inſtruct men about the Perion,and Office, and 
work of che Meſſias. (as our Divines do abundantly prove 
againſt the Jewes, to whom 1 reſer the Reader for the 
proof of it )and alſo did ſufficiently prove that Jeſus was 
the Chriſt, as appears undeniably from Atts 18.28. and 
conſequently there was no defect, but a ſufficiency (for 

that time and condition of affaires) even in the old Tex 
ſtament in things neceſſary to ſalvation, 
A third Exception they take againſt our argument 
from this place is, That it {peaks only of perfettion after 
faith, but here is noqueſtion about the firſt choice of faith, 
much Jeſſe ts there any mention of convincing ( in foro con- 
tentioſo) about which is all our controverſy. Thus Mr 

White's Apology for Tradition, 16 Encounter. | 
Anſ. Since then all our controverſy is about that,whe- 
ther Scriptures are ſo convincing , it will be worth our 
while to examine the point, for it is not my deſire :o catch 
N 
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at little advantages, but to attaque the Adverſary in hi 
ſtrongeſt Fort. 
But before I come to the proof, let us inquire into the 
meaning of the Phraſe, What it is forthe Scipture to be 
convincing in ——— i e. in way of diſputation 


I cake it tor granted, he is not ſo abſurd as to expect that 
the Scripture ſhould be ſo convincing, as actually to con- 
vince, and ſatisfy, and ſilence the moſt mportunate and 
unreaſonable C avilter. In that ſence the cleareſt demon; 
ſtration in the Mathemaricks is not convincing but wits 
out doubt Mr.White takes bis Apology, and fo bis Treas 
tiſe de fid:, and Mr. Rub worth s Dialogues to be convin. 
cing Diſcourſes, becauſe though they do not actualhy 
convince the ſtubborn Heretick, yet they are apra nata 
ro convince them, - there is ſo much evidence in them, as 
may & ought to ſatisfy any underſtanding,unconcerned, 
—_— and prudent adverſary: and in this fenſe I do 
aſſert, that the Scriptures are convincing in foro contentle 
ofo(which is the great thing Mr,Whire ſticks at:) I prove it 
thus. | 

1. The Scriptures make a man of God, ie. the Miniſter 
(as they acknowledg)perſect, and throughly furniſhed to 
every work, but this is one of his chief works, to convince 
Gain-ſayers, Tit. 1 9. Ergo, Scripture furniſheth him 
with convincing arguments. 

2. The Seripture is here expreſſely ſaid to be proſita- 
ble among other things for Conviction, as; ABY You ficſt 
fer doctriuc, i. e. for the confirmation of Truths, then for 
conviction, (for fo the Greek word more properly ſigui- 
fies then for reproof, which is mentioned in the next par- 
ricular, fer correction) or for refution of errors. But 
ſarely Scripture were not profitable for conviction, if it 
de inſufficient to attain that end, and be unconvincing: 
nay more, Scripture is not profitable for Doctrine, it it 
only begat comſecur gat opiaions, end doch noe gee 

oli 
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folid and ſatisſying evidence of its doQrines: and if it do 
evidently aſſert or prove a Truth, it muſt by conſequence 
as evidently convince and conture the contrary error, 
For example: If any Scriprure poſitively aſſert; that Chriſt 
i; the true God, and equal with the Father, (as de ſacto 
it doth, )doth not the ſame Scripture ſufficiently convince 
even in foro content ioſo the Soci nian Hereticks, who make 
Chriſt but a Creature, andinferior to the Father? Neither 
let bim tell me ot their cavils againſt ſuch places, ſor ſo 
Anaxagoras did cavill — thoſe that laid Snow was 
white, (and gave a reaſon for it, faith Tulij, becauſe the 
water'of which it had ics riſe was Black,) yet no man l 
think will deoy that chere is convincing evidence (even 
in foro contentioſo of its whiceneſle. 0 

3+ The Scripture was convincing ſormerly, and tbere- 
fore it is ſo ſtill, (for 1 do not know that it bath loſt any 
of its vertue.) Chriſt proved himſelfro be the Me ſſias 
out of the Scriptures in ſundry places, and I think Mr 
White will not deny, that all Chriſt's arguments werecon- 
vincing. So Chriſt proves his Lordſhip and Divinity 
out of the Scriputures,and I think convincingly, ( for his 


Ad ver ſaries were not able to anſwer him a word, )out of 


the pſalmes Read Matth. 2 2.42, Cc. When Peter and 
Paul diſputed againſt the Jewes out of the Scripture,and 
proved(as they did)our of the Scriptures, that je ſus whom 
they crucified was Lord and Chriſt, 1 would know,whe- 
ther their Scripture-proofs were ſolid and convincing,or 
no: if they deny it they make the Apoſtles deceivers, & 


vreſters of the Scriptures, if they affirm, then Scripture 


is convincing, Once more: we read Act. 18 28 of Apollos, 
that he mightily convinced the Jewes , ſhewing by the 
Scriptures that Jeius was the Chriſt, 1 am aſhamed ca 
mention more arguments in ſo clear a cauſe: and yet we 
muſt believe cheſe men againſt our ſenſes, and reaſon, & 
conſcience, that the Scriptures are not able to convince 

men 
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men in foro contenticſo , and Mr White ( who ſometimes 
writes as if he believed an everlaſting itate)dares hazard 
it upon ſuch falſe and frivolous ſuppoſitions. 

Excep. 4. Thi word (All Scripture) muſt ſignifie ei - 
ther every Scripture, 4s the Original word mis ought to be 
rendred, and then all Scripture fave one Book is uſcleſſe, or 
all the Scriptures that ever were, ( and then we have them 
not, ) or all that were then written, (and then all ſince writ» 
ten are ſuperfiuous,) er all that we now have. Epiſt. pag, 
293-0. | | 

An/v. The Text ſpeaks not of every Scripture, but of. 
all the Scriptures that then were, As for the the word 2a; 
two things are evident enough, o 

1. That it may be taken collectively, and the uſe of | 
the word will warrant it. I fee the Captaine is growa | ,, 
a Grecian, therefore I ſhall deſire him to look onely | 
into two places which bis maſters the Rhemilts interpret | n 
' colletive,not diſtributive: Mat. 8 3 2. 355 the whole ( 

herd, not every herd, and wdoz mas the whole city,v. 34. | al 
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2. That ic muſt be ſo taken here, our Adverlaries being 

judges, or elf this confeſſed inconvenience will follows 
That any one verſe of the Scripcure is profitable and ſus I f. 
fficient to ail{cheſe purpoſes: nor doth it at all follow, that I n 
all the reſt are ſuperfluous, becauſe not preciſely neceſſa- þ, 
xy. The Pentateuch alone was a ſufficient Law for the „. 
Jewes, yet none will ſay the Books of the Prophets con- 
cerning che explication or application of that Law were 
ſuperfluous. 

Except. 5. He ſapes not the Scriptures are ſufſicient but 
onely profitable. Creſſy. 

Anſ.1- He faith they are profitable c 02» je yer a 34+ 
03» for every good work, , and what is ſo, is undoubtedly ſu- 
fficient. 

2. He ſaith they are profitable, ſo far as to make one 
. 
32 
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2. He ſaith they are profitable to the producing of all 

ings neceſſary to ſalvation, which are acknowledged to 
be onely two, Faith, and Liſe and they are profitable to 
both of them. 1. For Doctrine. i e. the demonſtration of the 
Truth, 2. for conviction or reproofe, i e. the conſutation 
oferrors: 3. for correction, ie the reproof of ſins: 4. for 
inſtruction in righteouſneſſe, or the diſcovery of Duties. 
And wbat is thus every way profitable, cannot with any 
colour be charged with inſufficiency. 

Excep 6. It 1 a clear caſe, the Apoſtle ſpeaks of the bene» 
fits of Scripture,when explicated and applied by a preacher. 

Anſw. 1. By this Argument all theſe high and various 
elogiums, which are here ſo empbacically given to all the 
Scriptare, do as truly belong to any one verſe of Scrip- 


ture. By this, thoſe two words, Dic Eccleſiæ, Tell the 


Church, are able to make one wiſe to ſalvation, & fur- 
niſhed to every good work, cc. for fo they are or may be 
(through God's bleſſing)if explicated and applyed by an 
able Preacher. So thoſe words, Abraham begat Iſaac, are 


able to all theſe mentioned purpoſes, viz, if explicated 


and applied. So you fee the Church of Rome is grown 
ſuperlatively orthodox, for they who ere while would 
not allow all che Scripture to be ſufficient, are now ſo a- 
bundantly ſatisfied in the point, that they allow any one 
verſe in the Bible ( not excluding Toby went, and hu dog 

followed him) to be ſufficient. | 
This, I hope, may ſuffice for the vindication of this 
Text, wherein | bave been thelarger, becauſe icis moſt 
plaine & impregnable to our purpoſe; and ſufficient of ic 
ſelſe ro decide the whole controverſie. | ſhall not concern 
my ſelte, or trouble the Reader with the vindication of 
other Texts to che ſame purpoſe, ( which are many,and 
conſiderable, & with great facility defenſible againſt all 
the Romiſh aſſaults) becauſe to him that ſubmits to the 
authority and ſelſ.evidencing light of the Text, 2 
ur 


(100) 
bour is ſuperfluous, and to him whoſe Conſcience will 
ſaffer his wit to quarrel againſt ſuch forcible and cleare 
expreſſions,and arguments, as this Text affords, it is fru- 
ſtraneous. And therefore upon the evidence that bath 
been delivered, I ſhall take the boldneſſe to conclude, [| 
That not the Chorch, but the Scripture is the ſufficient 
Rule and infallible Guide, by which we are to be regulz- 


ted in all things pertaining to Faith or Godlineſs. 
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The Introduction. 
CHAP, 1. 


rag i. 


The popes infallibile Authority 


is no ſufficient foundation of 
Faith, and is a meer nullicy, 
dag. 2. 


C HAP. 2. 


Scripture is no ſufficient founda- 
tion of faith to a Papiſt ac- 
cording to theirprinciples pro. 
ved out of their prime authors, 

Y x 243.4 

The Scripture alleadged by them 
for the popes infallible autho. 
rity examined ingeneral. F. 

5.6. 

In particular 
Math. 16.18. Thou art Pe- 
ter. Y.7. 8.9. 
Joh. 21. Feed my (ſheep. h, 10. 
Luk. 22, | have prayed, &c. 
Q rt. 
ö. 12. 


Deut. 17. 11. 12. 
a H A P. 3. 


Of che infallible authority of the 
Fathers, | 
Ailerted by the papiſts. ſect. 1. 
Diſproved , 


The I NDEX. 


2 2 


1. By the ſame arguments by 
which the ,pepiſts derogate 
from the authority of Scrip- 
ture, ſefl. 2.3. 

2.Becauſe infallibility is the ch- 
urches prerogative, ſei4.4. 

3. The Fathers diſclaime it. &. 5, 

Exe. But theFathers where they 
agree are infallible 
Anſwered, fell. 6. pag. 46. 

4. The Papiſts themſelves diſown 
the infallibilitie of the Fa- 
thers though conſenting. ſe@. 

7.8.9. 


CHAP. 4. 


Of the autharitic and infallibi- 
lity ofthe Church and Coun- 
cels C1, 
aſſerted by papiſts» fell. 2. 
Diſproved, 

1. There is no feundation for it in 
Tradition. ſelt. 3. 4. 
For 1. If the Fathers deliver 

ſuch a Tradition they are 
not infallible. fell. 5. 
Exe. Fathets conſenting are in- 
fallible. 
Anlw. We cannot at this di- 
ſtance underſtand theircon. 
ſent. ibid. 
2% If the ancients did believe 
the infall.bility of Coun- 
cels 


— 


The Invz x. 


eels, they might do it upon 
the account of Scripture not 
Tradition. ſelt. 6. 
3. It doth not appear that the Fa. 
thers believed the infallibility 
of Councels. 
Pioved by anſwering the argu. 
ments of Bellarm, and S. Cla- 
Ya. ſell. 7. 9.9. 10. 
Of S. Auſtins judgment. 5. 10. 


11. 
4. It appears that the Fathers 
be lie ved the fallibility of coun- 
cels. ſect 12. 
2. There is no ſoundation for this 
infallibility in Scripture. 
Pioved in general. fett. 13. 
In particular by the exami- 
nation of the Texts urged 
for it. 

1. Tim. 3. 15. ſect. 14. 

Math. 18.17. Hear the Church 
and Luk. 10.16. ſect. 15. 

That the Church and Miniſters 

ate not to be heaid in all things 

wich an implicit faith. 

1. Chriſt denics this to the A- 
poſtles. 

2, Elſe peuple cannot fin in o- 
beying their Paſt ours. 

3. People are allowed to exa- 
mine their Teachers Do- 
ctrines. 

Fob. 16. 3. He ſhall guide you 


into all truth, left, 16, 
Atts; 15.28. ſeci.17. 
Math. 28. Ffeft,18,pag.103. 


3. ThePapiſts themſelves dif, 
own the infallibility of coun. 
cels. ect. 20. 

An cxaminatien of that eva. 
ſion and prerended agreement 


Of papiſts in this, that the 
Pope andCouncel regether are 
infallible, ſell. 21. 
4. The infallibility of their 
Councels deſtroyed by the 
conſideration of thoſe 1 
which papiſts themſelves re« 
quite in infallible Councels; 


2s 
. That they be general, ſef.2 3. 


2. That they have the conſent 
and approbation of the whole 
Church, ſcft.2 4. 

3. That they be rightly con- 
fiirured and 0: dered and gui - 
ged by honeſly, piety, and love 
ro Truth, lefl.x5, 

Exc. Pope, councels, Fathers, 
Scripture conjoyned make the 
Church infallible, 

Anſwered. {cA.26, 


CHAP. $. 


Of Oral Tradition and the Te- 
ſtimony of the preſent Church, 
This new opinion repreſented in 
the words of its Authors and a- 
bettors. ſell.i. 
Refuted. 

1. Hereby they both ſettle the 
proteſtant foundation of faith, 
& overthrow their own &. 2, 3. 

2+ This makes oral Tradition 

more certain than writing, 2. 
gainſt rhe judgment of God 
and all men, fell. 4. p. 140 


3. Errors may come in, and have 
come in to the Church under 
pretence of Tradition. ſect. 3. 

4. T caditionary proofs diſowned; 
3.By the Prophets and yo 


2, 


— 
1, 
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of old. 8.6, 
Exc. The Law of Chriſtia 
is written in their hearts not 
Tables. 

Anſwered, ſect. 


2. By Chriſt and his Apoſtles, 


Sell. d. 
Exc. 2 Tbeſ. 2.1 f. ibid. 
5. Scripture proof is neceſſary 
for confirmation of Doctrines 
in the judgment of the Fathers. 
Sell. 
6. Oral Tradition hath deceived 
the Romaniſts themſelves. 
Sell. i 3. pag. 158. 
Exc. They are ner deceived. 
in great points de fide Anſwe- 
red, tb. 
9. Though experience ſufficient 
ly proves the deceit of this ar. 
gument, yet it is particularly 
ſhewed how error might creep 
in this way. In, 
It might creep in by degrees. 
Seft.12, 
1, Chriſtians might miſtake the 
mind «ef their Predeceſſors. 
Sell. 13. hg 166 
1. There was no certaine 
way for the third age to 
know the Doctrines of 
the ſecond. ib, 
2. Inflances given of mens 
miſunderſtanding the Do. 
Qrine of the precedence 
Age. Sect. 14. 
3. The words of our pre- 
deceſfors may be remem. 
bred and the ſence per · 
verted, Sect. 1. 
3. Some ages were horribly 
- Ignorant and careleſſe 
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Exemplified in the tenth 
age. J. 16, 19. 18. 
And few Writers F. 19. 
2. Chriſtians might knowing. 
y recede from the Docttines 
of their Anceſtors, 
1. From Gods juſt judg- 
ment. Sect. 21. 
2. Becauſe they did believe 
their predeceſſors erred, 
Sect. 22. 
3. Eminent perſons might 
corrupt the Doctrine te- 
ceived from their Ance- 
ſtors and 2 ſo. Sect. 23. 
Exemplihed in a forgery 
of the — 925. 
P. This way of Tradition diſpro. 
ved by the practice of the 
Church of Rome which intro. 
duceth Doctri nes, not deſce n- 
ding by Tradition, but new. 
ſett. 24. 
Exemplified in two Doctrines 
The immaculate conception of 
the Blefled Virgin. 
And the Canon of the Scripture, 
ibid. 


C HAP. 6. 


Of Miracles and the motives of 
credibility. 
The opinion repreſented in their 
words, §. 1. 
Refuted 
1.Other Churches have a juſter 
claime to theſe marks than 
Rome. Sect.3.445.6,7. 
2. Diverſe of them are not marks 
of the Church. Sect, 8-9. 10. 
The Character of miracles ſpe- 
e cially 


cially conſidered and their ar. 
guments thence confured. 
2. Chciſtz Miracles prove Romes 
Fallibiliry, ſet. 
2. Miracles are not ſimply and 
univerſally to be believed. 
Proved by Arguments. Cz. 
; 14.15,16,19,18 
3. Miracles onely prove the verti- 
ty of ch: Doctrine, not the In. 
fallibility of the petſon. f. 19. 
4. Miracles do not alwayes prove 
the verit y of a Doctrine, for 
they may be, and have been 
done by Heathens and Here» 
ticks 5 
Which is acknowledged by the 
learned Papiſts. Sect. 20. 
5. Miracles are pleaded by the 
Romaniſts either imperrinently 
or falſely. Sect.2 1. 
6. Proteſtans may plead Miracles 
as well as Papiſts. 
Se ct. 22. 
A briefe recapirulation of the 
ſeveral pretenſions and teſolu. 
tions of Faith among the Ro. 
maniſts, Sect. 23. 
Another plea from Gods pro- 
vidence, and the ſuppoſed ne- 
ceſſuy of à living infallible 
judge, Sect. 25,6, 27,28, 
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CHA b. 7. 


Of theSolidity of the Proteſtants 

Foundation of Faith. 
TheProteſtants have a ſolid foun. 
dation of Faith in the Sctip- 
tures,thePapiſts th:mlelves be. 
ing judges. Sect. x, 
Their learned men acknowledg 
1. That the Scciprure is, and 
may be known to bethe word 
of God without the Churches 
Teſtimony , and by its own 
light. Sec t. 2. 
2. That the Books of Scripture 
are not corrupted in eflent ial 
and neceſſary points. F.;. 
3. That the ſence of Scripture 
in things neceſſary may be un · 
der ſtood. 1. 
Except. Proteſtants build up- 

on. an humane Tranflation 
anſwered. J. 5.6, 7,8. 
Proteſtants freed from the preten. 
ded circle of provingScripture 
by the ſpirit, and the ſpirit by 
the Scripture, $.9,10, 
11.12 

A conſideration of that ptetence 
offered at by ſome Romaniſts , 
That the Churehes authority is a 
ſufficient foundation for faith 
wichout infallibillity. F. 13. 
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To the APPENDINX, 


Te occaſion of it. bag. 1. 
The occaſion of Everards pre. 
tended converſien to Popety. 5, 
The Argumenrs which perverted 
him, viz, that a Proteſtant 
cannot be infallibly aſſured of 
the truth ofChriſtianReligion. 
conſidered and examined. p. 8 . to 
. the 1 2. 
Of the Doctrine of Infallibilliiy 
as ſtaredjby Mr Creſſy. ib. 
Papiſts andProreſtancs grant, that 
ſuch a Doctrine ought to have 
the greateſt evidence that ſuch 
things can bear, 14. 
Whether the Doctrine of Infalli- 
bility be evidently proved. 


The negative defended. 
1. Becauſe it is not evident to the 
Papiſts themſelves 15 


They are divided about it not- 
withſtanding theit pretended a. 
greement. 16. 
Their haltings in the point, and 
Mr Creſſy's ſhuffling diſcove · 
red. 18 
2, Becauſe their reaſons to defend 
it are weak. 
MrCreſsy's arguments examined, 
Arg. 1. Take away Infallibillity 
and you deſtroy all authority 


21, 

2. From the Anathema's of Coun. 

cels. 22. 

3. From the promiſgs of Infalli- 
bility made co the Church, 

Ag. 21. 10.30, 


, pag. a7 
- unity withour Lofallibi- 


lity, 30. 
Other conſiderations againſt in. 
fallibillity. 
1. The Texts and arguments al- 
ledged, either prove nothing. ot 
— than Mc Creſſy would 


VE. 37 

2. If a Pope and Councel toge- 
ther wete infallible, yet now 
they have no infallibillity inthe 
Church of Rome. ib. 
Character of the laſt Pope 
drawn by aPapiſt,and the popes 
confeſſion that he never ſiudied 
Divinity, 34. 
The grounds of the Faith of Pro- 
teſtants ſtated, and the preten, 
ted differences amorg Pro- 
reſtanrs reconciled, p. 36. 

16 45 

Captain Everards arguments a- 
gainſt the judgment of reaſon 
conſidered, 45» 
Eterards arguments againſtScri. 
ptutes, being a per fett rule and 
judge of Controvetſies exam + 
ned and anſweted, (i which 

is the great argument ef the 
Papiſts ) becauſe it doth not 
anſwer its end nor reconcile 
be difſenters 47. 
2. Some books of Scripture are 
loſt. 50. 

3. A rule muſt be plain but Scrip. 
ture is darke. $2, 

9% Pet. 3.1 6. Vindicated. ' 52. 
Severall particulars wherein the 
Scriptute is ſaid to be darke 

5 conſidered, 


conſidered. 
1. Abaut the numbers of Sacta. 
ments. p. 54. 
2. About the number of C anonĩ · 
call books. 55. 
3. _ the incorruption — 
Scriptu 
4. Gout the ſence of eres 


5. About fundamental 0 
4. Proteſtants have not theOi 181 
aalen onely the Tranſlat ions. 
63 * 

5. There are contradictions in 
Scripture. 65. 
6. Scrip reis liable ro contrary 
Expokrion, 66. 
7. Ser ipture was not judge in the 


Apoſtles da yes. 68. 
8. This makes every man judge. 
69. 


Another argument of Crefſy's, 
taken from hence, chat Scrip. 


The IA 


ture was written upon particu. 

lat occaſions, 71. 

Rufhworth's tuo great and applau, 

ded arguments in his Dialogues 

refuted. 

The firſt raken from the great 

uncertainty and corrupting 

of of Texts in 5 —— . 

5 to $2, 

The ſecond fiom che Methods 
of Lawcs and Law: givers. 

$2, 

Mr #hite's argument, vid. That 
Scripture Was not Written a, 
bout the preſent Conttoverſies 
conſidered and anſwered. & 

TheScriprures authority and ſut- 
ficiency,argued only from one 
Text, 

2. Tim. 3. 1 5, 16. Vindicated from 
diverſe exceptions of Capta ine 
Everard, Mr Creſſy and Mr 
N hite. p. 9 2. ad finem, 
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